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Preface 

In this revision, the text of the 1961 edition of T he Ctv/I War and 
Reconstruction remains substantially unchanged, except for the correction 
of typographical and minor factual errors. While rereading it, I found 
that there were some points which I would now make differently and 
some emphases which I would change, hut on the whole it has worn well. 
That it has done so is due, in no small measure, to the broad mastery 
which the late Professor Randall had over the entire mid-nineteenth cen- 
tury period; even in 1937 he accurately anticipated the direction which 
subsequent scholarship took. That the changes which I made for the 1961 
edition have stood the test of time is attributable to the fact that much 
Civil Wai^Reconstruction scholarship in the last eight years has been de- 
voted to exploring the leads previously given by the great scholars in the 
field, such as Bruce Catton, Avery Craven, Allan Nevins, Roy F. Nichols, 
Bell I. Wile)’, and T. Harry Williams. I also had the inestimable advan- 
tage of drawing upon a number of studies still unpublished in 1961, 
many of them by the extraordinarily able graduate students with whom I 
had the privilege of working at Columbia and Princeton universities: 
William Dusinbeire, Eugene D. Genovese, William Gillette, Stanley P. 
Hirshson, Ari A. Hoogenboom, Grady McWhiney, Samuel Shapiro, and 
Irwin Unger. 

Since most of these works have subsequently been published, the 
bibliography of the 1961 edition has grown increasingly out of date, and 
I have greatly expanded it in this revision. Even so, it includes only the 
most significant titles from the enormous flood of literature published 
during the past eight jears. In preparing this substantially new bibliogra- 
phical essay, I have been struck by the fact that little new work has been 
done in some important areas during the past decade. Constitutional and 
diplomatic aspects of the Civil War and the Reconstruction 5 ears, neglected 
in 1961, continue to attract attention from only a handful of specialists. 
Discussions of "The Causes of the Civil War,” once a historical perennial’, 
are now rare. After the massive studies by Allan Nevins and Roy F. Nich- 
ols, few have ventured further exploration into the tangled politics of the 
1850s. Aside from the work of Don E. Fehrenbacher, there have been 
few major contributions to Lincolniana. In 1961 it seemed that there was 
no end to the military studies of the Civil War, but since the close of the 
centennial obsen ances in 1965 most of the guns hav e been silent. Though 
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much important work has appeared on the years 1865-1867, the re- 
maining decade of the Reconstruction era has drawn little interest from 
historians. 

Interest in other aspects of the period has grown enormously. The 
history of the American Negro, whether in slavery, in war, or in freedom, 
has increasingly attracted students, and the abolitionists have remained a 
never-ending source of fascination, and of controversy. Oddly enough, in 
a time when the economic interpretation has become ever more unfash- 
ionable, some of the most exciting writings on the Civil War and Recon- 
struction period have been broadly conceived economic studies, such as 
those of Alfred H. Conrad, John R. Meyer, and Eugene D. Genovese for 
the ante-bellum era, of Thomas C. Cochran and Paul W. Gates for the 
war years, and of Robert P. Sharkey and Irwin Unger for the Reconstruc- 
tion decade. 

In exploring these, and other, currents of historical writing during 
the past eight years, I have been greatly assisted by the careful bibliogra- 
phies prepared periodically for the American Historical Review by Wood 
Gray and for Civil War History by Ada M. Stoflet, as well as by the useful 
listings of articles in the Journal of Southern History and the Journal of 
American History. I have also profited from the suggestions of two of my 
colleagues in the Institute of Southern History’, Professors Thomas B. Al- 
exander and Joe M. Richardson. Whatever degree of accuracy the bibli- 
ography has must be credited to the careful typing of my secretary, Mrs. 
Alice Anderson, and to the thorough checking performed by four student 
assistants at The Johns Hopkins University: Michael A. Burlingame, 
E. Kenneth Grove, Douglass Sawyer, and Peter Wallenstein. My wife, 
Aida DiPace Donald, has taken time from her own writing to help with 
the tedious checking of proofs. For whatever errors remain I, of course, am 
responsible, and I will be truly grateful to any reader who will take the 
time to point them out to me. 


The Johns Hopkins University 


David Donald 
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CHAPTER I 


A Growing Nation 


The United States in the 1850’$ was a growing nation. A land so vast 
in extent and so conglomerate in origin naturally was divided’by signifi- 
cant local and sectional differences, but it was also united by the fact of 
its unprecedentedly rapid growth. Change and fluidity were the twin themes 
of American life, and they affected every aspect of the nation's economics, 
social structure, and political organization. There was a veritable poetry' of 
motion about the expansion of the American people in the 1850-1860 
decade. Having just acquired 188,520 additional square miles of terri- 
tory in the 1840's, they were already beginning to fill up the land from a 
population that increased 3 5 per cent every ten years. 1 The decade after 
1850 saw the total number of inhabitants of the United States rise from 
23,000,000 to 31,000,000. Though ail parts of the country were ex- 
panding, not all did so with equal rapidity. Minnesota’s population grew 
by an incredible 2760 per cent in the 1850’s, while Vermont showed an 
increase of only 0.31 per cent.* In general, the sparsely settled Pacific 
Coast states showed the greatest proportionate growth, but the largest nu- 
merical increase came in the great Middle West. The older states of the 
South and Northeast were about equal in population and showed 
growth rates of 24 and 23 per cent respectively.* 

Though fecundity was high in that decade, much of the increase came 
direct from Europe. In the fifties the foreign-born element in the country 
almost doubled. Numbering 2,210,000 in 1850, it exceeded four million 

1 The total land area of the United States in 1840 was 1,754.611 square miles; 
in 1850 it was 1,943,142. The Gadsden Purchase of 1853 increased the total to 
2,974,759. A Century of Population Growth (But. of the Census, 1909), 54. In 
the following pages the frequently cited Mississippi Valley Historical Review will 
be referred to as M.V.H.R. and the Journal of Southern History as J.S H. 

1 J. C. G. Kennedy, Preliminary Report on the Eighth Census, i860, 13T. 

* Calculated from figures in Historical Statistics of the United States, 778g— 
* 945 , * 7 . 
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in 1 860. All parts of the country were affected by this huge influx. Though 
the South received fewer immigrants, proportionately, than any other 
region, by the end of the decade 21 per cent of Savannah’s population was 
foreign-bom, as was 31 per cent of that of Memphis. 4 Far heavier concen- 
trations of the foreign-born appeared in the Middle West, where Wisconsin 
during this period became almost another Germany and Swedish begin- 
nings in Minnesota suggested to Fredrika Bremer the term “New Scandi- 
navia.” The East, too, was swamped with immigrants: New York in 1855 
contained 469,000 persons born in Ireland and 218,000 born in Ger- 
many, and these two groups constituted at the time nearly one-fifth of the 
Empire State. About 96 per cent of the immigrants entering the United 
States in the fifties came from the north and west of Europe (chiefly from 
Germany, Scandinavia, and the British Isles); while the contribution of 
southern and eastern Europe was negligible. 

In the reaction of native America to this wave of foreign settlement 
there was much of violence and persecution, with inevitable results in the 
field of politics. While immigrants were being welcomed in the mass and 
some of the states (notably Wisconsin) were permitting them to vote while 
aliens, Kentucky showed a strong tendency to deny the vote even to natu- 
ralized citizens, and "nativism” became a veritable craze in certain areas. 
The thronging immigrants were not only different in language and ap- 
pearance from native Americans; their outlook and social customs, as in the 
matter of Sabbath observance, were obviously foreign to the American 
type. Many of them were Roman Catholics. Of the various anti-Catholic 
and anti-foreign organizations that made themselves felt in this period 
the most striking was the “Knownothing” or “American” party. In certain 
localities the American movement amounted to a landslide. The 1855 
elections in Maryland gave the Knownothings control of local offices in a 
majority of the state's counties, a clear majority of thirty-four in the lower 
house of the legislature, and four of the state’s six congressmen. In March, 
1856, the secret order won control of all branches of the government of 
New Orleans. The New York legislature in 1855 had a Knownothing 
speaker. This legislature was predominantly Whig; but sixty of the eighty 
who composed the Whig caucus had taken the Knownothing oath. By the 
election of 1854 Massachusetts became virtually a Knownothing state. 
Every state senator, a large majority of the lower house, and the governor 
were Knownothings; and the members of this anti-foreign party had no 
difficulty in putting their candidate, Henry Wilson, into the United States 
Senate. Organized in 1853, the party obtained in the national election of 
1856 a popular vote of 874,000 for its candidate, this being over one- 
fifth of the total vote. The fact that an ex-President of the United States, 
Millard Fillmore, accepted nomination by this party, and that such politi- 


4 Ella Eonn, Foreigners in the Confederacy, 8. 
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cally influential men as Henry Winter Davis, Andrew Jackson Donelson, 
Edward Everett, Edward Bates, and John Bell joined the movement, 
showed how fully the party was associated with sentiments and principles 
of "staunch Americanism.” Another fact significant of the times was the 
close association of the Knownothings with the Whigs. Indeed one of the 
greatest sources of embarrassment to Whig leaders in this period of party 
realignment was the uncomfortable necessity of taking a stand for or 
against the nativists. 


Despite the abundance of fertile but unoccupied land, the labor of 
the farm in the United States hardly claimed a majority of those gainfully 
emplojed. Of the 5,210,047 white males in the whole country in 1850, 
only 2,298,870 were reported as engaged in agricultural pursuits.' In 
i860, of the 8,287,000 whose occupations were given in the census, 

3.305.000 were classed as farmers, farm laborers, or planters.* Yet a 
considerable majority of the whole population lived in a rural environ- 
ment. Only one-eighth of the people lived in cities of eight thousand or 
over in 1850; by i860 this proportion had increased to one-sixth. Agrar- 
ian influence was powerful; agitation for publicly donated homesteads was 
running high; and the government was taking an increasing share in agri- 
cultural development. The vast structure of the Federal department of 
agriculture, however, with its experiment stations and its elaborate dis- 
semination of seeds and scientific information, was still in the future. It 
was in 1862 that the bureau of agriculture was created by Congress; it 
did not become a department until 1889. 

In the decade preceding the Civil War the production of a 11 basic 
agricultural crops was notably accelerated. Corn production leaped from 

592.071.000 to 838,793,000 bushels; wheat, from 100,486,000 to 

173.105.000 bushels; cotton, from 2,469,000 to 5,387,000 bales. 1 * * 4 Illi- 
nois may be taken as representative of this fabulous expansion of agri- 
culture. In 1849 the state produced nine million bushels of wheat; in 
1859 the output was nearly twenty-four million. In the same period the 
price per bushel increased from $1.20 to Si. 5 5. Increased immigration, 
improved transportation, abundance of cheap land, and developments in 
farm machinery were working a quickened prosperity on the Middle 
Border. Notable among these factors of growth was the McCormick reaper, 
produced in 1831, an epochal invention which caused many thousands 
of fanners to discard harvesting methods that had been in use from time 

1 A Century of Population Growth (Bur. of Census, 1909), 14}. 

* V. S. Census, i860, " Population 662, 670. 

* In each case the figures are for 1849 and 1859. Historical Statistics of the 

United States, 1789—1945, 106, 109. 
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immemorial. Having worked out his invention in Virginia, McCormick en- 
listed the assistance of the railway magnate William B. Ogden and set 
up at Chicago a cluster of factory buildings which in the fifties covered 
1 10,000 square feet of floor space. From these buildings over four thou- 
sand machines were turned out in a year. 4 The business methods of the 
McCormick company offered an early example of high-pressure salesman- 
ship. Convincing advertising and easy conditions of payment brought 
golden returns and the firm was soon netting $300,000 a year, while 
its founder was hailed as one of the great men of the time, winning honors 
and profits abroad as well as in America. “No General or Consul drawn 
in a chariot through the streets of Rome [said William H. Seward in 
1854] . . . ever conferred upon mankind benefits so great as he [Mc- 
Cormick] who thus vindicated the genius of our country at the World’s 
Exhibition of Art in the Metropolis of the British Empire.” 5 

In these years the lake ports — Milwaukee, Chicago, Toledo, Cleve- 
land, Buffalo — showed enormous activity. In 1851 Milwaukee exported 
317,000 bushels of wheat; ten years later its business had grown to thir- 
teen million bushels. For the marketing of the huge grain surplus, methods 
characteristic of the capitalist system were soon fastened upon the agricul- 
tural world. The Merchants Grain Forwarding Association was formed in 
Chicago in 1857; and speculation was rife both at the Board of Trade 
and on the curb. “There many a fortune of twenty or thirty thousand 
dollars was made or lost within a few weeks.” 6 At the same time the 
southward traffic on the Ohio and Mississippi rivers was reaching a new 
peak. Though the railroads were already beginning to be a serious chal- 
lenge, it was "the golden age of steamboating in the Mississippi Valley,” 
and 3566 steamboats arrived at New Orleans alone in i860. 7 The an- 
nual commerce of the Mississippi-Ohio traffic was valued at $140,000,- 
000. 8 Business, like agriculture, was everywhere expanding in the fifties. 
Though a shrewd critic could have discovered unsound elements in the 
economy of young America, the tonic effect of increasing markets, Euro- 
pean war, expanding wants, technological advance, and widespread ex- 
ploitation of resources was unmistakable. It was the day of Stewart and 
his New York palace of merchandise; of the fabulously wealthy Astors; 
of August Belmont, New York agent of the Rothschilds; of Aspinwall and 
his Panama Railroad; of Corcoran and Riggs (Washington bankers); of 
Amos and Abbott Lawrence (Boston merchants); of Moses Grinnell, 
shipping magnate; of "Commodore” Vanderbilt, master of sundry steam- 

* yet by i860 McCormick had more than a hundred rivals in the reaper 
machine business. Diet, of Am. Biogr., XI, 607. 

s \V. T. Hutchinson, Cyrus Hall McCormick: Seed-Time, 1809-1856, 468. 

* A. C. Cole. The Irrepressible Conflict, 102. 

7 Louis C.- Hunter, Steamboats on the Western Rivers, 481, 645. 

* Allan Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, II, 216. 
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boat and raihvay lines. "Throw down our merchants eier so flat [wrote a 
diarist of the period], they roll over once, and spring to their feet again. 
Knock the stairs from under them, and they will make a ladder of the 
fragments, and remount." • Visiting the "palace of labor” at Lowell the 
Scandinavian traveler Miss Bremer, who obviously did not see all, was in- 
spired to rhetorical ecstasy at the glittering lights, the whirr of machines, 
and the procession of operatives. 10 At Lowell she had but a glimpse into 
the enterprise of a commercial and manufacturing state whose industry 
was producing annually nearly $300 per capita. One county in the Bay 
State (Middlesex) had a taxable valuation of all property in i860 which 
exceeded the real estate valuation of the whole state of South Carolina. 11 

Not alone in Massachusetts, hut also in Rhode Island and Connecti- 
cut, in lower New York, in the Delaware River area, along the Erie 
Canal, and in the areas of Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Buffalo, Chicago, and 
St. Louis, were found the seats of America’s industrial empire. Massa- 
chusetts was especially the seat of textile and shoe production; Maine of 
lumber mills; the Pittsburgh area of iron and coal; Connecticut of clocks 
and the ingenious devices of the peddler’s cart. Though the South re- 
mained primarily an agricultural region, it too showed a keen interest in 
manufacturing during the 1850’s. During the decade Southern manufac- 
ture of agricultural implements increased by 101 per cent, production of 
steam engines and machinery grew by 387 per cent, and output of boots 
and shoes mounted by 80 per cent. 11 Everywhere in the land it was the 
day of the capitalists, merchant princes, employers of thousands, financial 
promoters, and dwellers in Fifth Avenue mansions. Technology was mov- 
ing apace. The Morse magnetic telegraph was invented in 1832 and well 
extended by the time of the Civil War; the pneumatic tire appeared in 
1845; the sewing machine and rotary press in 18 46; the hydraulic 
turbine in 1849; the electric locomotive in 1851; the Otis elevator in 
1852; the Kelly steel process (later known as the Bessemer process) at 
about the same time. In the late fifties Cyrus Field was making great head- 
way on his Atlantic cable project. Americans were exulting in the wonder 
of their contrivances — their heating systems, sleeping cars, river and 
ocean steamboats, engines, improved plows, Colt revolvers. Good) ear 
rubber patents, power looms, and typesetting machines. Standardization 
and technological automatic production were adding a stimulus to eco- 

* Diary of Phil ip Hone, Aug. iz, 184$. Hone was a New York merchant, civic 
leader, and society lion whose diary is one of the finest records of American life 
from 1818 to i8s>- The whole diary has never been published, the best edition is 
by Allan Nevins (J9>7)- 

jo America of the Fifties: Fetters of Frednha Bremer, 79—80. 

>J The figure for 185s. Appleton's American Annual Cyclopedia, 18S1, 449, 
646. 

is J. C. G. Kennedy, Preliminary Report on the Eighth Census, i860, 169, *71, 
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nomic life which was to go to the root of American philosophy. This was 
made easier by the fact that the basic maladjustments of the machine age 
had not developed. Production did not greatly outrun consumption; the 
laborer was not submerged by the machine; « here abuses existed they 
were often unrealized or tolerated. Under these circumstances the funda- 
mental tenets of the prevailing system of capitalist economy were hardly 
questioned except by a few doctrinaires and reformers. 

In this technological and manufacturing development as well as in 
agricultural advance the railroad was playing a major part. While in 
1850 there were only 8500 miles of railroad in the United States, the 
mileage in i860 exceeded thirty thousand. 15 In the fifties over two thou- 
sand miles were built per year, construction being especially rapid in the 
Middle West and along those east-and-west lines which joined the nation’s 
granary with its ports and hives of industry. New York and Philadelphia 
now displaced New Orleans as outlets of western trade; for a notable 
gap in prewar transportation was the lack of railroad construction in the 
South and the failure to connect the South with the upper Mississippi 
Valley. While in the Gulf states railroad mileage increased only from 
287 miles to 2200 miles, the increase in the Northwest was from 1275 
in 1850 to more than ten thousand in i860. It is of interest to note the 
states in i860 that were practically or wholly without railroads. Arkansas 
had only thirty-eight miles; Kentucky 569 miles (as compared with 2999 
for Ohio); Minnesota none; Kansas none; Oregon three miles; California 
seventy miles. 

This forward plunge of railroad building was impulsive and spas- 
modic rather than methodical. The mania of overbuilding brought com- 
petition, rate cutting, and depression in railroad securities, contributing 
largely to the panic of 1857. Accidents were frequent and travel was ex- 
pensive and uncomfortable. Other difficulties arose from puritanical 
crusades against Sunday trains, struggles over the adoption of a standard 
gauge, annoying changes and long waits between trains, and dependence 
upon England for much of the technical equipment of the industry. 

If one turns to shipping he finds in the fifties the golden age of the 
American merchant marine. In the whole period prior to the First World 
War American shipbuilding reached its peak in 1854-1855. During these 
two years over a million tons of ships were produced on American ways: 
never again till 1917 was that record equaled. As to sailing ships, their 
ultimate record for all time was reached in New England and New York 
in this decade. While in 1800 a vessel of three hundred tons was con- 
sidered a sizable ship, the greatest of the Yankee clippers of the fifties 
were fifteen times as large (the Great Republic registering 4555 tons), 
while their mainmasts towered in the harbor skylines to a height of two 

1* V. S. CfimJi i860. Statistics . . . 331. For slightly variant figures, see 

Historical Statistics of the V. S-, aoo. 
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hundred feet. With their huge spread of canvas these square-rigged ves- 
sels were no less notable for speed than for size. 

The day of the clipper began in 1845 when J. W. Griffith’s Bain- 
bow with its daring new design left the ways in the Smith and Dimon 
vnrds at New York and disappointed the croakers who had predicted that 
live minutes after launching it would be at the bottom of the East River. 
Fifteen years later the rapid decline of these sailing giants had begun. 
Though brief, the day of the clipper was one of record-breaking achieve- 
ment in the maritime world. The Rainbow made the round trip from 
New York to China under wind power only between October and April. 
The Sea Witch flew over the fifteen thousand miles from New York to San 
Francisco in ninety-seven days; later the Thing. Cloud (created b\ Donald 
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McKay, "Rembrandt of American builders") 14 did it in eighty-nine. The 
Sovereign of the Seas sailed from Honolulu to New York in eighty-two 
days; the Lightning on her voyage across the Atlantic in 1854 made a 
day’s run of 436 miles, "the longest authenticated day’s distance ever 
covered by a wind-propelled vessel,” not exceeded even by steam until 
1889. In eleven years following 1846 our shipping devoted to interna- 
tional trade increased from 943,000 to 2,268,000 tons. American ships 
Were then carrying 70 per cent of our outbound cargoes, while our total 
tonnage of 5,299,000 nearly equaled that of Britain and her colonies, 
which amounted to 5,710,000. 

Conditions of the time were favorable to American achievement in 
ship construction and operation. There was a long and honorable tradi- 
tion of maritime greatness reaching back into colonial times. Large timbers 
were easily available. Raw materials generally were abundant. American 
shipwrights were unsurpassed; labor was efficient; owners and operators 
were closely associated with builders, being often united in the same 
person; foreign demand for American carriers was brisk. In these days 
Americans were producing “more ton-miles for a dollar” than any other 
nation. American shipping laws were [avorable; foreign g overiwient re- 
ports admitted the superiority of American crews. Sailors were often 
college men; training in navigation was highly developed; American cap- 
tains were often part owners and were on the whole better educated than 
those of England. America of that day was ship-minded; youths took 
avidly to seafaring careers; substantial citizens took pride in each new 
shipping triumph. Philip Hone, seeing an American packet ship launch 
on her maiden voj age, thought that John Bull would be "knocked in half” 
by ‘Yankee naval magnificence,” and called to mind Tocqueville’s pre- 
diction that "the Americans were bom to rule the seas.” ls Though much 
has been said of the clipper, other types constituted the bulk of the na- 
tion’s tonnage. “Ship for ship — clipper or ordinary merchantmen — the 
United States dominated the commerce of the world.” ** 

Expansion in industry and transportation was naturally accompanied 
by expansion in American cities. While the country as a whole increased 
in population in the fifties by 35 per cent, and while rural sections in- 
creased 30 per cent, the cities showed an increase of 75 per cent. Amer- 
ica’s largest city in 1850 was New York with its population of 515,000. 
New York and Brooklyn together had 612,000; next came Philadelphia 
with 340,000; Baltimore was third with 169,000; Boston fourth with 
136,000; Chicago twentieth with 29,000. The census of i860 revealed 
enormous changes wrought in ten years: New York and Brooklyn now 

it William Brown Mekmej, The Heritage of Tyre, 68. 

n Diary of Philip Hone, Sept. 16, 1845, 

»• Meloney, 89. 
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had 1,080,000 souls; Philadelphia 565,000; Baltimore 212,000; Boston 
177,000; Cincinnati 161,000; St. Louis 160,000; and Chicago, having 
trebled its population, stood ninth with 109,000. Municipal improve- 
ments — street cars and “subterranean railways,” pavements, sidewalks, 
water works, and sanitary systems — were actively pushed during the 
decade. It is true that New York was just emerging from the period when 
pigs wandered about on Broadway in full enjoyment of ‘life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness”; 17 but the tempo of such emergence in New 
York and elsewhere was of breath-taking rapidity, and urban America 
was holding its head high in comparison with Europe. 

Though wealth abounded in the fifties, it was inequitably distributed 
and much of it was insecurely grounded. The two factors that seem most 
striking in the business world of the time were prosperity that reached 
boom proportions and panic which broke in 1857, bringing paralysis to 
industry and misery to thousands. The business shock was both financial 
and industrial. James Buchanan attributed the malady entirely to our 
"vicious system of paper currency and bank credits, exciting the people to 
wild speculations and gambling in stocks”; 18 but the true explanation was 
found in a variety of interrelated factors such as undue expansion, ex- 
cessive railroad building, speculative real estate booms, bubbles of busi- 
ness excitement resulting from gold discoveries, enormous loans, insecure 
banknotes, and rampant greed in the scramble for quick fortunes. In 
the one year 1857 liabilities in business failures in the United States 
amounted to S291 ,000,000.“ It is significant that the failures in New 
York City and Brooklyn amounted to $135,000,000, showing how fully 
the metropolis had become the business and financial hub of the nation. 
In the South the failures amounted to only $26,000,000, of which amount 
60 per cent belonged to the states of Louisiana, Missouri, and Maryland. 
These figures, however, must be read ’in the light of the small amount of 
industrial enterprise in the South; and they offer no measure of losses by 
thousands of Southern citizens owing to Northern failures. 

The human aspects of the panic were seen in the struggles of bank- 
rupt individuals with debts and foreclosures, in the forty thousand who 
were thrown out of work in New York City’, in shivering crowds of city 
beggars, in violent hunger demonstrations, in decreased immigration, in 
the unrecorded misery' that affected the working class, and in conse- 
quent labor unrest. The United States had in the fifties no national la- 
bor organization. Solidarity’ of feeling and comprehensive organization 
in the labor world were but little developed. The unionism of the period, 

17 America In the •Forties: The Letters of Ole Munch Feeder, Trans, by 
G. J. Malmin, 78. 

** Richardson, Messages ... of the Presidents, V, 437. 

l * C)c., 1861, 312. For purposes of comparison it may be noted that busi- 
ness failures in the country in 1859 involved liabilities of only $64,000,000. 
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*n outgrowth of 2 movement dating chiefly from the presidency of Jack- 
son, proceeded along local lines and by crafts; it did not embrace the 
great army of unskilled workers. Yet some of the earmarks of modern 
labor turbulence were evident in the insistence upon collective bargain- 
ing, in strikes 2nd walkouts, In capitalists' counter organizations, in em- 
ployers' appeals to the courts, in labor parades, in the use of troops to sup- 
press labor opposition, and In the dismissal of a Nest England pastor for 
showing sympathy with strikers. 


3 

On the motises and tendencies manifest in the held of literature 
adequate comment is impossible within the space limitations of the 
present volume. The forties and fifties were the golden age of romanti- 
cism. Voices in literature were positive and vjbrant; spirits were buoyant; 
production was prolific. Cynical sophistication ssas conspicuously lacking; 
and sentimental moralizing classics of the Longfellow type were the char- 
acteristic output of the time. Not a fesv of the prominent writers score 
women; as to "lesser authoresses and poetesses . . . they [were] legion." 
The vast number were sparrosss, said Miss Bremer, with only here and 
there a thrush but never the full inspiration of the nightingale.’ 

The chief Southern svriter, Edgar Allan Poe. died just before the 
decade opened (1849), but his gloomy Gothic style continued to be Imi- 
tated by scores of later svriters. The Middle States were also losing literary 
leadership. One of the most important figures in the history of the Ameri- 
can nosel, James Fcnimore Cooper, svhosc ponderous triteness was as 
much a national characteristic as his fondness for authentic American 
settings, died In 1851. The supreme writer of the older school, Wash- 
ington Irving, lived nearly through the decade (until November 28, 
1859), but, unfortunate in his choice of themes, he had turned from 
those Knickerbocker chronicles and legendary sketches which constituted 
his forte to such heasy tasks as the two- volume life of Coldsmith and the 
monumental life of George Washington in fisc volumes. With the pass- 
ing of Irving and Cooper, hegemony was shifting to Concord, Beacon 
Street, and Cambridge; and the genteel sway of New England Immortals 
had by the close of the fifties reached its most impressive stage. 

By i860 Longfellow had produced his bcst-knosvn poems and had 
obtained fame as a lovable lecturer in the Smith professorship of modern 
languages at Harvard. James Russell Lowell bad served as first editor of 
the Atlantic Monthly (established in 1857), had produced The Vision 
of Sir Launfal, The Biglow Tapers, and many other poems, and was 
Longfellow’s successor In the Harvard chair. Dr. Oliver Wendell Holmes, 

1 America of the Letters of Fredrika Bremer, 78. 



THE DIVIDED UNION 


*4 

witty, gently satirical, guiltless of the Puritan s dour seriousness, had 
achieved notably in both medicine and literature, had assisted Lowell in 
"making” the Atlantic, and had given to the world the Autocrat, the Pro- 
fessor, and enough lyrics to make him "poet laureate” of Boston. Emer- 
son, approaching sixty, had issued the first and second series of his Essays 
and had produced the greatest of his lectures. His Concord neighbor Haw- 
thorne, one of the finest of America’s creative spirits, still lived, but his 
work was nearly finished. In 1850 had appeared T he Scarlet Letter; in 
i860 The Marble F aun; and in intervening years The House of the 
Seven Gables, The Blithedale Romance, and Tanglewood Tales. He was to 
live only till 1 864, and in those few remaining years he was to be hastened 
to the grave by the black intolerance of civil war, the dishonoring of his 
political party, and the discrediting of his bosom friend, Franklin Pierce. 
Most original of the Concord group, Henry Thoreau had nearly completed 
in the Walden groves his fearless quest for the verities of life. To the 
individualistic nonconformity of the transcendentalists he had given a 
bold economic and spiritual interpretation; and for the restless urge to 
acquire riches he had substituted the simplest of lives in a cabin. Perhaps 
more than any other writer of his age he adopted a manner of living in 
accord with his teaching. In particular he made a daily application of 
Christian principles which was startling. Almost the equal of Lowell and 
Holmes in his early service to the Atlantic, John Greenleaf Whittier, 
Quaker bard and abolitionist poet, had by i860 produced a whole litera- 
ture of antislavery sermons in verse, had blazoned the craftsman’s virtues 
in Songs of Labor, and, in the lines of Parson Avery and Skipper Ireson, 
had turned some of the neatest phrases of American balladry. 

The journalism of the time was highly developed. Whether judged 
by the standard of literary merit, of personal force and picturesqueness, 
or of capitalistic enterprise, the editor-proprietors of the fifties were men 
of mark. By 1859 William Cullen Bryant had completed three remark- 
able decades as editor of the New York Evening Post and was destined 
to hold this position of eminence for nearly two decades more. Under 
his leadership, powerfully aided by the work of Parke Godwin, the Post 
grew steadily not alone as a daily newspaper of high reportorial and edi- 
torial tone, but even more as a medium of liberal thought. Of quite dif- 
ferent breed than Bryant was James Gordon Bennett the elder (1795- 
°ne of the boldest and coarsest spirits in American journalistic 
annals. Denounced by a Whig enthusiast as an “impudent disturber of the 
public peace, - Bennett lashed out savagely against reformers and scoffed 
at causes and crusades. Sparing neither pains nor expense in his ruthless 
search for news, he made his New York Herald one of the most widely 
read of the cheap dailies. With no scruples against the exploitation of 


* Dion of PillUr Hone, Feb. 14. 1841. 
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scandal he conducted his sensational sheet somewhat along the lines of 
the "yellow journal” of a later day. 

Bennett’s chief rival, Horace Greeley, had by i860 made the Tribune 
a national institution. Animated by enthusiasms that tended toward 
fanaticism, and marred by personal eccentricities that laid him open to 
ridicule, this Yankee printer had risen from stark poverty to influence and 
power; and, as supporter of the Whig and later the Republican part}', had 
demonstrated in areas widely distant from his sanctum the tremendous 
force of political journalism. With defects of character that were to grow 
with the sears, he showed the finer idealism of his ardent nature m efforts 
to improve the workingmans lot, in generous support of movements tor 
popular education, and in championship of progressive social movements 
generally. Charles A. Dana, Greeley’s able teammate on the Tribune, 
George Jones and Henry J. Raymond of the Times, Thurlow Weed, po- 
litical boss in New York and proprietor of the Albany ' E ve ” in S 
Samuel Bowles of the Springfield Republican, Joseph Med.Il of the Chi- 
cago Tribune, Murat Halstead of the Cincinnati Commercml Thomas 
Ritchie of the Richmond Whig, Robert Barnwell Rhett of the Charleston 
Mercury, George W. Kendall of the New Orleans Picayune and George D. 
Prentice of the Louisville Journal were but a few of the many other 
prominent journalists of this age, when newspapers were more than com- 
mercialized corporations and when the personality of the editor-pro- 
prietor was as essential as the very name of the paper. 


In American thought and philosophy modern tendencies were snug- 
gling noth orthodoxy, and conspicuous thinkers were notable For then 
liberal and optimistic humanitarianism. It was a day of intellectual renas- 
cence whose most memorable element was the towering ot transcenden- 
talism. From Emerson’s serene study at Concord there issued n exalted 
stanzas that were essays and in essays that were poeny, a notable body of 
writings that scorned system but, as Catlyle satd. stretched Far beyond all 
systems” Having broken with orthodoxy by resigning bis pastorate m 
Boston because he could not conceal disbelief in traditional creeds, Emer- 
son’s emancipated spirit soared through a career that was spared the bitter- 
ness of most idealists. It was given to him to prove that a philosopher 
could reach the heights in intellectual adventuring and yet keep in tune 
with his times. His books were avidly read in America and abroad; dis- 
tineuished men and women found their way to his home; and in language 
"chaste strong and vigorous” 1 he unfolded to admiring lecture audiences 
his philosophy of confident individualism. The universal soul. One mind 

» Diary of O. It . Browning (El. Hist. Colls., XX}, I, 90. 
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common to all revealing itself in each individual’s reaction, was his theme. 
Self-reliance, readiness to believe one’s own thought, to watch that gleam 
that flashes across the mind, he counted real genius. To realize the divine 
in every man, to be a nonconformist, with virtues that were more than 
penances, to discard usages that signified slavery to sect or party, was his 
religion. Consistency he called the hobgoblin of little minds. To be great, 
he said, is to be misunderstood. Scorning an armchair philosophy he 
warned that our culture must not omit the heroic. With perfect urbanity 
to dare the gibbet and the mob, to have contempt for safety and be negli- 
gent of life and danger, was the sterner motif of his teaching. 2 Though 
keeping somewhat aloof from extravagant social experimentation he held 
an open mind toward each new crusade and became the guiding genius 
not only of transcendental thinking (which he modestly disavowed) but 
also of solid humanitarian reform. Trained in moral self-discipline, scion 
of ministerial families, he was the supreme product of Puritanism; but 
in his person the Puritan soul revealed itself in spiritual strength and in- 
sight rather than in self-righteous conformity. To know the best in New 
England character it must be remembered that there were many lesser 
Emersons and that he stands in American cultural history not only as 
philosopher and guide but as sample of a type. Had it been otherwise 
there could never have been so ready a welcome for his writings. 

In the field of pure science the United States could point to the work 
of Asa Gray in botany, of Joseph Henry in physics, of Joseph LeConte in 
geolog)’, of Matthew Fontaine Maury in oceanography, of James Dwight 
Dana in mineralogy', and of Louis Agassiz in natural history and geology. 
Savants in America were abreast of the latest developments in scholarship; 
often the literary' men were half-scientists; and Darwin’s Origin of Species 
(1859), so disturbing to those who staked their religious faith on a 
matter-of-fact misinterpretation of the Biblical story of creation, found a 
ready sale which caused the first American edition to be quickly ex- 
hausted. 

In their hunger for mental stimulus Americans of the time eagerly 
formed their lecture programs and lyceum bureaus. Reaching remarkable 
proportions in the fifties the lecture movement satisfied the American 
craving for amusement, supplied a well-nigh universal demand for intel- 
lectual improvement, and catered to the American wish to gaze upon 
celebrities in the flesh. Though mere notoriety would draw a crowd, and 
though one of the most famous of professional lecturers (John B. Gough) 
was described as an “evangelical comedian” whose contortions were tol- 
erated for the sake of his drollery; s the performances of such figures as 
Emerson, Parke Godwin, Thoreau, Thackeray, Fanny Kemble [ButlerJ, 
the Shakespearean reader, and George William Curtis, were of distin- 

5 Paraphrased from the Essays, passim. 

* T. W. Higgins on in Macmillan's Magazine, XVIII, 54. 
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guished excellence. The American talent for organization expressed itself 
in lecture chains under central management, with connections reaching 
far into the pioneer West. Popular interest in things of the mind found 
expression not only in attendance at lectures but in numerous local literary 
societies, in organizations for historical or philosophical study, and in a 
lively sale for books. Public libraries were few; * but the Astor Library 
in New York illustrated the use of private fortunes for the endowment of 
institutions intended to raise the general intellectual level. 

In the field of education, especially popular extension of education 
by government support, the period witnessed steady advance. The educa- 
tional credo of America was epitomized by an English traveler in the 
fifties under the following four heads: 

1st. That a general diffusion of education is essential to the success of 
republican institutions. 

and. That it is the duty of the State governments to insist on provision 
being made for it. 

3rd. That all sectarian teaching must be excluded in national seminaries 
[i.e., where education by government support is involved]. 

4th. That the Christian sects, if consistent and conscientious, should attend 
to the religious tuition of all the members of the community, both young 
and old.® 

Though there were some dissenters, general assent was given to the 
concepts of Horace Mann, to whom the common school was an essential 
of democratic society not alone for its enlightenment of citizens but also 
for its tendency to obliterate class distinctions. Through the work of the 
state board of education of which he was president he had introduced 
revolutionary changes into the common school system of Massachusetts, 
placing that commonwealth in the forefront in that phase of educational 
development and producing widespread results by emulation in other 
states. By a movement started through his influence and pushed against 
the opposition of pedagogues, sectarians, and social conservatives, the 
United States advanced to the point where by i860 its citizens were 
deemed "the most generally educated and intelligent people on the earth.” * 
The extent of public school enterprise may be measured by the fact that in 
1852 there were 862,000 children attending common schools in New 
York; 492,000 in Pennsylvania; 90,000 in Vermont; 1 52,000 in New 
Jersey; and 199,000 in Massachusetts.* The South, a relatively poorer 
region with a scattered population and bad roads, lagged behind the rest 

« In i860 the census taken discovered only sixty-Eve librarians in the whole 
country. U. S. Census, 1 860, “P opulotion," 666-667. 

* William Edward Barter, America and the Americans, 167-168. 

• Statement by Bishop Fraser, cited in Cole, Irrepressible Conflict, 241. 

1 Baxter, America and the Americans, 160. 
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of the country, but it too was making enormous educational progress in 
the 1850’s. North Carolina, under the prodding of Calvin J. Wiley, the 
first superintendent of education, established 3000 schools which enjoyed 
an annual revenue of $279,000; Alabama spent $474,000 in 1856 for 
the education of 90,000 students. 8 

Other significant educational tendencies paralleled the common 
school development. City high schools, emphasizing Latin and mathe- 
matics and conceived as fitting schools for the college or university, 
rapidly increased in numbers till in i860 Massachusetts had seventy- 
eight; New York forty-one; and Ohio forty-eight. 9 In the South the place 
of the high school was taken by the secondary schools known as academies. 
"In 1850 there were 3000 academies in the South; a state as new as 
Arkansas had 90 such institutions.” 10 All over the nation institutions for 
teacher training were considerably extended. In all sections of the coun- 
try, too, there was an increasing number of colleges. Ohio in 1861 had 
seventeen that were to be permanent; Pennsylvania sixteen; New York 
fifteen; Illinois twelve; and die United States as a whole 182. In addition, 
there were many others that have not survived the years. Religious 
ascendancy in the college world was at a high stage. Yale was a "little 
temple” with "prayer and praise ... the delight ... of the stu- 
dents”; atheism was in retreat; and the "forces of irreligion, of rational- 
ism, and of deistic thought were effectually checked on a hundred 
fronts.” 11 Of the permanent denominational colleges founded before the 
Civil War the Presbyterians had the greatest number (forty-nine), hav- 
ing captured various institutions (e.g., Illinois College) launched under 
Congregational leadership. Next came the Methodists with thirty-four; 
the Baptists with twenty-five; the Congregationalists with twenty-one; 
the Catholics with fourteen; the Episcopalians with eleven. No other sect 
had more than six destined for permanency. 

Separation of church and state having been worked out in the older 
states after famous struggles, the principle of such separation was fixed 
by constitutional provision in the twenty-one new states admitted before 
the Civil War, with the double result that state universities were now 
non-sectarian, while each denomination felt that it must take care of the 
training of its ministers and also of both the religious and secular educa- 
tion of its college youth. Twenty-one state universities had been estab- 
lished (in twenty of the thirty-four states) prior to the Civil War; some 
of the more notable being those of Georgia (1785), North Carolina 
(1789). Virginia (1819), Indiana (1828), Michigan (1837), Mis- 

* Francis B. Simkins, A History of the South, 176. 

* H. J. Carman, Soc. and Econ. Hist, of the V. S. II 377 

10 Simkins, 171. 

,, " 9 ; Tewksbury, The Founding of American Colleges and Universities Before 
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souri (1839), and Wisconsin (1848). To aid this movement Federal land 
grants had been voted by Congress, Tennessee receiving x 00,000 acres, 
Wisconsin 92,000, Missouri 46,000, and most of the other states the 
same amount as Missouri. The content of college education is suggested 
by the courses which John Hay took at Drown University between 1855 
and 1858, which consisted of chemistry, mathematics, rhetoric, physics, 
Latin, Greek, French, German, moral philosophy, declamation, history, 
intellectual philosophy, and political economy. Another phase of college 
life in a democracy was illustrated by the "horror ... of the members 
of rival fraternities when they saw Hay come into chapel . . . wearing 
the Shield with the . . . letters 0 AX, emblazoned on its sable field.” M 

5 

It was an age when women were preferred as angels rather than 
amazons, home-makers rather than careerists; jet considerable advance 
was being made in the direction of woman’s rights. Early aspects of 
feminism in America are usually associated with a famous incident at the 
World's Anti-Slavery Conference in London In 1840 when Lucretia 
Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, duly chosen American delegates, were 
denied participation though permitted to observe and listen behfnd a 
screen in the gallery. In protest against this rebuff William Lloyd Garri- 
son declined to speak as scheduled, but in a "beautiful gesture" took his 
place beside his sisters in the cause. In July of 1848 under the promo- 
tion of Mrs. Mott and Mrs. Stanton there was held at Seneca Falls the 
notable convention which inaugurated the woman’s rights movement in 
the United States. In many fields women were advancing toward equality 
with men. Already, in strong contrast to England and the continent, the 
profession of elementary teaching was becoming a feminine affair. Mrs. 
Antoinette Brown Blackwell, educated at Oberlin, was preaching at South 
Butler, New York. Elizabeth Blackwell, having tried to practice medicine 
in New York City, was doing needful work through the New York In- 
firmary and College for Women. Margaret Fuller, Dorothea Dix, Fanny 
Wright, and many others were demonstrating the aptitude of women 
in the fields of literature and social reform. Codes were being liberalized 
to give women fuller legal rights. James Silk Buckingham, eminent Brit- 
ish traveler, found women in America "always equal to the men, and often 
superior to them, in the extent of their reading and the shrewdness of 
their observations." 1 Slender beginnings were made in woman suffrage 
by the action of Kentucky in giving widow-mothers a limited vote in school 
elections. Women’s colleges of the modern type were just beginning to 

»« W. R. Thayer, Life and Letters of ]o kn Hay, I, 35, 38-39. 

« Allan Kevins, American Social History as Recorded by British Travellers, 313. 
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take the place of the older “female academies” and finishing schools; but 
the movement had only been launched. Mount Holyoke was founded in 
1837; but other famous women’s colleges of the North belonged to a later 
time: Vassar was founded in 1861; Radcliffe in 1879; Smith in 1871; 
Wells in 1868; Barnard in 1889; Bryn Mawr in 1880. In the South 
“Elizabeth Female Academy, a Methodist school at Old Washington in 
Mississippi, was chartered as a college in 1819, and in 1836 the Georgia 
Female College (now Wesleyan College) was authorized to give degrees.” 2 
Toward the more striking forms of feminism, sentiment was un- 
favorable. Male leaders often refused to speak on the same platform with 
women; Bennett of the New York Herald insisted that women s votes 
should be polled only at the tea table; and more than a half-century was 
to elapse before equality at the polls was to be made nation-wide. 

Reformers found many sore spots in the social body; and in its hu- 
manitarian striving the period was marked by the variety and intensity 
of its "movements.” In temperance and liquor control, in the days before 
the W.C.T.U. and the National Prohibition party, the assault upon 
the demon rum was conducted by local temperance societies, campaigns 
of public education through lecturers and tracts, and prohibitory or licens- 
ing laws passed in the states. In 1851 Maine enacted state prohibition 
of the liquor traffic, and temperance forces soon succeeded in obtaining 
laws for some type of liquor control or prohibition in Vermont, New 
Hampshire, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Iowa, Wisconsin, Delaware, and Tennessee, though in some 
cases (e.g., in Illinois and Indiana) the experiment was abandoned soon 
after it was launched. This aspect of the movement may be largely traced 
to the vigorous efforts of Neal Dow, "father of the Maine law” and pioneer 
advocate of legislative prohibition. Urged by temperance songs and novels, 
by the popular agitation of such a lecturer as John B. Gough, and by the 
work of a crusading hand of reformed drunkards known as the "Wash- 
ingtonians,” Americans of the period were becoming increasingly con- 
scious of the physiological and social evils of drink. One feature of the 
crusade was the struggle for abolition of “grog and cat” from the navy of 
the United States. The cat-o'-nine-tails was abolished in the fifties; but 
spirits remained a part of the sailor’s ration till the next decade. 

There was alarm over lax Sunday observance, among foreign-born 
groups especially; and religious leaders were showing militant opposi- 
tion to the activity of saloons and places of questionable amusement on 
the Sabbath day. One of the most persistent crusades was the movement 
led by Dorothea Dix for better treatment of the indigent insane by the 
removal of such unfortunates from prisons and for their special treatment 
in institutions provided for the purpose. The efforts of Miss Dix brought 
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success in the form of state insane asylums; but when in 1854 she pro- 
cured the passage by Congress of a national law granting ten million 
acres of public land to the states for this purpose, thus offering a cause 
in which land speculators and philanthropists found a "mutual oppor- 
tunity," * the bill met defeat through the veto of President Pierce, who 
braved humanitarian opposition in his refusal to male "the Federal Gov- 
ernment the great almoner of public charity throughout the United States." 

For many another crusade there was a Dorothea Dix or a Neal Dow. 
Nor were these movements always separate and distinct. The causes of 
the time beat often in the same breast. Charles Stuart, active in the anti- 
slavery movement, wrote to Theodore Dwight Weld in 1831: “Let me 
hear from you — about you — about Finney — Revivals — Tempjerance] 
‘Joe’ — •The Negroes — 'The missionaries and Indians in Georgia — The 
Colonization Society — -The free coloured people — your family — Oneida 
Academy etc. . . .** 4 In prison reform, in charitable organization, in the 
cleaning up of tenements, in subscriptions to relieve foreign distress, in 
the efforts of S. G. Howe for relief of the blind, in societies for interna- 
tional peace, in utopian experiments such as Brook Farm and the Amana 
community in Iowa, the impulse to remake human society and stamp out 
social evils was finding increasing expression. 

6 

Though all these humanitarian crusades flourished chiefly in the 
wealthier and more populous Northern states, only one of these reform 
drives was confined to a single section, the antislavery movement. It had 
not always been so. In the early days of the republic George Washington, 
Thomas Jefferson, and Patrick Henry had made known their opposition 
to Negro slavery, and many other Southerners had looked toward the 
gradual eradication of the “peculiar institution.” Antislavery activities in 
the first decades of the nineteenth century had known no sectional lines. 
The American Colonization Society, which sought to expatriate free 
Negroes to Africa, "drew its support from all sections of the country and 
from all classes of men — slaveholders and nonslaveholders, proslavery 
and antislavery advocates-" 1 But by the 18 jo’s the Southern states had 
come to believe that slavery was the necessary basis of their section’s 
economy and, what is even more important, that it was the only way in 
which the allegedly inferior Negro race could be kept in subordination. 

At the same time an important transformation was occurring in 


a R. F. Nichols, Franklin Fierce, 349. 

* Gilbert H. Barnes and Dwight L. Dumond. eds., Letters of Theodore Dwight 
Weld, Angelina Grimki Weld, and Sarah Gnmke, 1821-/844, I, 49. 

1 Dwight L. Dumond, Antislavery Origins of the Civil War, 5. 
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Northern antislavery opinion. It is customary to date abolitionism (by 
which is meant the demand for the immediate, uncompensated emanci- 
pation of all slaves) from 1831, when William Lloyd Garrison founded 
his Liberator in Boston, but in fact Garrison’s outbursts were only a part 
of a new and increasingly strident Northern attack upon the South’s 
“peculiar institution” as a relic of barbarism and a species of sin. In dis- 
cussing the rise of abolitionism many non-Gamsonian factors, especially 
evident in New York, Ohio, and the West generally, must be brought 
into the picture, such as the evangelistic labors of C. G. Finney, the 
organizing efforts and financial contributions of Arthur and Lewis Tap- 
pan, the reverberating effects of a notable debate among the students at 
Lane seminary (Cincinnati, 1834), the withdrawal of zealous antislavery' 
students from Lane and their removal to Oberlin College, and the wide- 
spread antislavery agitation conducted by Theodore Dwight Weld. Garri- 
son was primarily a free-lance agitator-journalist who offended influential 
leaders such as Lyman Beecher and who did not even retain the undi- 
vided support of New England abolitionists, who were (to mention only- 
one factor) offended by his theological heresies and hostility to churches. 
He had no program except that his program was agitation. Methods of 
emancipation did not concern him. Indeed he realized that a discussion 
of methods of eradicating slavery, bringing into view social realities and 
revealing differences of opinion, would take the edge off his crusade. He 
denounced colonization, opposed compensation of slaveholders, and de- 
manded (without any statement of how it should be done) that his goal 
of universal emancipation be reached immediately. 

By 1833 Arthur Tappan and a vigorous group known as the “New 
York Committee” (Tappan’s associates in antislavery organization) had 
laid plans for a national society. At this point Garrison, returning in a 
blaze of reflected glory from England where he was hailed as the apostle 
of American abolitionism, stole Tappan’s thunder and promoted a pre- 
mature and thinly attended meeting at Philadelphia at which there was 
launched the American Anti-Slavery Society, in which he was thence- 
forth to play such an important role. The fact that the actual organizing 
and financing of the antislavcry crusade was the work of Finney, the Tap- 
pans, Weld, and their allies rather than that of Garrison has caused some 
recent scholars to minimize the importance of the New England wing of 
the abolition movement, but it should not be forgotten that Garrison, who 
was for twenty-two terms president of the American Anti-Slavery Society, 
was surely its most eloquent voice. In fact, in a certain sense he was a 
detriment to the cause he so devotedly served, for the extremism of his 
editorials and the vitriol of his attacks doubtless alienated manv moderates 
in the North and certainly antagonized the slaveholders of the South. 

The scorn of social disapproval North and South served to brand the 
abolitionists as a distrusted and persecuted sect. A mob in Boston in 
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1835 handled Garrison so roughly that he was put in jail as a protection. 
J. G. Birney, abolitionist of Alabama and later of Danville, Kentucky, 
was so menaced by opposition that he removed to the vicinity of Cincin- 
nati, where in 1836 he founded the Philanthropist. Another case of exile 
from the South was that of the Grimkd sisters, Angelina and Sarah. Hav- 
ing shifted from Episcopalian beginnings in her native Charleston, South 
Carolina, to Philadelphia and to Quakerism, Angelina published in 1836 
a vigorous antislavery pamphlet. For so doing she faced the hazard of 
imprisonment if she should return to the city of her birth. In Alton, Illi- 
nois, in 1837 Elijah P. Lovejoy was murdered while defending his aboli- 
tionist printing establishment against aroused citizens who believed that 
his activity endangered the peace of the town and that he had not ob- 
served a pledge to discontinue publication. In August of 1845 a commit- 
tee of citizens in Lexington, Kentucky, delivered to Cassius M. Clay, one 
of the most pugnacious abolitionists of his time, an ultimatum that he 
"discontinue the publication of . . . T he True American, as . . . dan- 
gerous to the peace of our community. . . Defiantly refusing. Clay 
mounted two brass cannon to guard his doors, armed his little band of 
friends with rifles and shotguns, and prepared for battle. The Lexing- 
tonians, however, avoiding blood and violence, held a dignified meeting 
and appointed a committee of sixty law-abiding men who quietly and with 
a sense of doing a painful duty dismantled the press and equipment of 
Clay’s paper and packed it to the station for exportation from the state.* 

It is important to distinguish degrees and groups among antislavery 
men, for they were not all stamped with the same die. There were the 
root-and-branch radical abolitionists of the Garrison type, listening to 
no compromise, using vituperative language, and demanding immediate 
action. Wendell Phillips, Gerrit Smith, T. W. Higginson, and Theodore 
Parker belonged to this school. They constituted a very small group when 
compared to the population of the Northern states; and there is no in- 
stance prior to the Civil War of an abolitionist of this type being appointed 
to a post in the President’s cabinet or to any national position of com- 
parable importance. It is also true that very few extreme abolitionists had 
positions of importance in any Northern state. The slender numerical 
strength of the Garrisonians is further suggested by the fact that the circu- 
lation of the Liberator at no time exceeded three thousand. There were 
men of pronounced antislavery views who were not technically abolition- 
ists, such as Horace Mann. There were antislavery statesmen such as Sal- 
mon P. Chase and Charles Francis Adams, who avoided abolitionist excess 
while working through the Free Soil party to oppose the nationalization of 
slavery and restrict its spread. Of still different degree were men of mod- 
erate antislavery views — men such as Abraham Lincoln — who broke 

* W. H. Townsend, Lincoln and Hi t Wtfe't Home Town, 129-13$. 
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openly with abolitionists and refused cooperation with Free-Soilers. 
Finally, there were Northerners such as Orville H. Browning of Illinois 
who were antislavery and yet whose activity against the institution was 
even milder. Browning, for instance, drew up a resolution in the Illinois 
senate condemning abolitionists on the ground that their efforts defeated 
the cause of gradual emancipation; yet he championed the legal rights of 
the slave, opposed the fugitive slave act, and argued for the exclusion of 
slavery from the territories. 

There were also degrees among those of the North who opposed anti- 
slavery agitation. Their points of view ranged from that of Edward Everett 
(secretary of state, minister to Great Britain, president of Harvard), who 
maintained a merely colorless and negative attitude, being careful to 
avoid offending the South and keeping a dignified aloofness from this 
most troublesome question of the day, to that of Stephen A. Douglas, who 
sought in the arena of politics a compromise that would satisfy both North 
and South, or of James Buchanan or Franklin Pierce, who went farther 
than Douglas by becoming Northern allies of slaveholders. 

Differences on the race question were reflected in the treatment of 
Negroes in the North. In i860 this element numbered approximately 
240,000 in the states north of the Mason and Dixon line, and there were 
many variations in the laws and practices concerning them. In Illinois 
fines were levied upon Negroes entering the state; and black men “seek- 
ing homes on the prairies . . . were put upon the block.” 3 Elsewhere 
opportunities were open to them as barbers, waiters, and servants; and a 
beginning had been made in Negro schools and colleges, as in the schools 
of the New York Manumission Society, special Negro schools organized as 
part of the systems of public instruction in some states, and here and 
there a Negro college such as Wilberforce University, Xenia, Ohio, or 
Avery College, established by Charles Avery with a fund of $300,000 in 
Pittsburgh in 1849. The “caste system,” however, with its neglect of 
Negro education by public authorities, was the rule; though an exception 
was found in Massachusetts, where in 1855 a law was passed owing to 
the agitation of such men as Charles Sumner and Wendell Phillips which 
opened the public schools of the state without distinction of race. Though 
there was much prejudice against the Negro in the North with many 
restrictions upon his lot, yet in the years before the Civil War a number 
of them attained prominence. Dr. James McCune Smith, with a medical 
degree from the University of Glasgow, practiced in New York City. 
William C. Nell and William Wells Brown were writers of considerable 
distinction. Negro newspapers such as Freedom’s Journal and The Colored 
American revealed not only the ability of Negro leaders in journalism 
but also the fact that a considerable number of Negroes w r ere able to read. 
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Freedom'i Journal was established in 1827 by John B. Russwurm, grad- 
uate of Bowdoin, the first Negro to obtain a degree from an American 
college. Negro ministers were numerous, Alexander Crummell and 
Henry H. Garnett being among the best known. As a publicist and lec- 
turer Frederick Douglass had in this period a reputation which made him 
the most distinguished Negro of his generation. 

In its religious aspects the abolition movement had wide ramifica- 
tions. The subject inevitably found its way into meetings of official church 
bodies, thus putting a stamp upon reb'gious denominations as a whole. 
In England antislavery enthusiasm among evangelical sects had presented 
a striking contrast to the comparative indifference of the Episcopal 
Church. The established church had shown a friendliness to slavery in- 
terests which harmonized with its traditional support of the existing so- 
cial and economic regime of which it was the beneficiary. Anglican 
bishops resisted abolitionist reform, which found ready acceptance in dis- 
senting circles. In parliamentary struggles over the slavery question an 
analysis of the votes by shires shows that, where dissent was weakest, abo- 
lition votes were fewest. 4 For America no easy generalization fits the case 
as to the relation of the churches to abolitionism. In the South the re- 
ligious defense of slavery was vigorous and widespread. What is not so 
generally recognized, however, is that slavery "found many defenders . . . 
[in the North] particularly in the colleges and the churches." * To a large 
extent antislavery agitation in the North was either an extra-church move- 
ment, or, as in the case of Weld and Finney, it was more associated with 
evangelism and a variety of propagandist efforts than with regular and 
normal church activity. Furthermore, the undoubted religious emphasis of 
Weld and Finney does not mean that they captured the churches. There 
were notable defenses of slavery written by Northern religious writers, 
while the antislavery resolutions passed in church assemblies tended often 
to be perfunctory or lukewarm. 

An analysis of abolitionist leadership shows "a heavy Congregational- 
Presbyterian and Quaker preponderance." Among the leaders there were 
"many Methodists, some Baptists, but very few Unitarians, Episcopalians, 
or Catholics.” * Not all abolitionist spokesmen belonged to any organized 
religious group; in Garrison's case his antagonism toward the churches was 
conspicuous and well known. Probably no other sect was so unanimous in 
its support of abolitionism as the Quakers, but, tom between their hostility 
to slavery and their traditional preference for peaceful rather than violent 
reform, they did not produce the principal leaders of the movement. 

In the case of the Baphsfs, Methodists, and Presbyterians their general 

* Adolf Loti, SkUveret, Staatsklrchc uni Freikirche (Leipzig, 1919). 
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distribution North and South presented a factor of great difficulty when- 
ever the slaver}' question came up in national gatherings. When in 1844 
the general conference of the Methodist Church passed a resolution re- 
questing Bishop James O. Andrew of Georgia to desist from duties as 
bishop so long as he remained a slaveowner, the result was the formation of 
a Southern general conference which effected the complete separation of 
Southern and Northern Methodists. In the same year there was formed a 
"Southern Baptist Convention” because of differences with Northern 
brethren who opposed the appointment of missionaries who held slaves. 
That slavery should have been powerfully supported by the churches in the 
South should cause no surprise. The church exerted its spiritual leadership 
within the social order, not by advocating its overthrow. To contend for 
abolition in the South was to demand a specific concrete reform at home, 
with social consequences that were deemed revolutionary. To do so in 
Northern church circles might arouse opposition at home among those 
who deprecated abolition as a disturbing factor; but it was also true that 
antislavery preaching did not threaten to undermine the very basis of the 
Northern social and economic order. 


7 


In modes and styles America was in the spread-eagle age. A fashionable 
woman's dress in the fifties, following the Paris vogue via the Godey fashion 
plate, was an amazing combination of whalebone, steel, and crinoline, 
while the frippery of male attire was hardly less extravagant. Oratory was 
of the grandiloquent type. Sermons were long and high-flown. Architecture 
was departing from the chasteness of colonial and Georgian models to 
assume the resplendent grandeur characteristic of a romantic age. River 
steamers were floating palaces of elaborate filigree and glittering chande- 
liers. Historiography, glorifying the nation’s past after the manner of George 
Bancroft, overstated American military achievement, catered to national 


boastfulness, and made overweening pride synonymous with patriotism. 
Music, art, poetry, and drama dripped with sentiment, not all of which has 
perished, for some of it bore the quality’ of genius. Taking inspiration from 
Negro spirituals and using an atlas to suggest an obscure Florida stream he 
had never heard of, Stephen Foster produced in 1851 the immortal 
"Swancc River,” to be followed by "Massa's in the Cold, Cold Ground” and 
"My Old Kentucky Home.” 

America had no titles of nobility, yet throughout the older sections of 
the country swelling fortunes were creating an aristocracy’ of wealth, and 
the hetter sort were keenly aware of class distinctions. Though most 
Southern political and economic leaders were self-made men, the planta- 
tion owners continued to think of themselves as the descendants of the 
Cavaliers. Similarly in the Northeast, Boston Brahmins tended to forget 
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that they were in most cases recently descended from yeomen and me- 
chanics and affected social superiority. The West found its norms in the 
East but applied them with a difference: the "aristocracy of Keokuk" was 
both less pretentious and less exclusive than that of Charleston or New 
York. But the real flowering of the moneyed "aristocracy” was to come after 
the Civil War; as yet the nation was predominantly and comfortably mid- 
dle-class. Democratic rights for all and opportunity for the lowliest were 
the themes of orators: these were at least the avowed ideals of the country. 
Simplicity' of manners might impress some observers as a type of vulgarity; 
but to the Norwegian scholar Munch Raeder it appeared “in a form that is 
both venerable and noble, as befits a republic which claims to have its roots 
in the virtues of its citizens." ’ 

It is true that American democracy in the raw was often a painful spec- 
tacle. English consuls in our cities found the rule of the people "utterly 
shocking,” and the main impression which they recorded was "one of gen- 
eral lawlessness. ...” * Having witnessed a “gang of . . . Loco-foco 
ruffians” parading the streets with clubs, Philip Hone concluded that uni- 
versal suffrage would "not do for large communities.” * The distinguished 
legal commentator Chancellor James Kent agreed with him and wrote that 
"universal suffrage and a licentious press are incompatible with govern- 
ment and security to property. . . .” 1 * * 4 So absorbed were Americans in poli- 
tics that business was likely to be suspended on election day; but their in- 
terest was in party success rather than in the purity of political principles. 
Nor were party violence and ribaldry confined to street ruffians. Discus- 
sion in Congress might lead to dignified duels, but they were as likely to 
result in a disgraceful m31£e among the grave and reverend. 

Though seeing but fragments of Yankeedom, foreign travelers left their 
records of American society. To their detached eyes Americans seemed 
worshipers of the dollar. "How many dollars is a man worth?” was a com- 
mon question. The excitability of Americans, their unbounded boastfulness, 
their frank hospitality, inquisitiveness, and love of novelty, were matters 
of comment. The habit of galloping at meals was noted. The American type 
was not of the healthiest: hollow chests and sallow cheeks showed too often 
the effects of bad cooking, hasty eating, poor diet, and lack of exercise. 
Morals were in general high; woman was exalted as lawgiver in matters of 
society and home; blue laws and puritanical restrictions were often irksome 
to the European. Yet cities had their gamblers and prostitutes, and metro- 
politan politicians collected filthy money for the protection of vice. When a 
foreigner of great name arrived — a Kossuth or a Dickens — Americans over- 

1 Raeder, op. ft, 80. 

1 Laura A. White, "The United States in the 1850’* as Seen by British Con- 
suls," JI.V.H.R , XIX, 5**- 

* Diary, Nov. 3-4, 1840. 

4 Quoted in V. L. Pamngton, T he Romantic Revolution in America, 199. 
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whelmed the visitor with extravagant welcome. In the case of Dickens the 
Boz hall, the “tallest compliment ever paid to a little man,” 5 was an "agony” 
of ornaments, waltzes, tableaus, and dining multitudes. When Dickens 
later wrote in Martin Chuzzlewit of "That republic . . . foul to the eye” 
it seemed to Philip Hone that we Americans “made fools of ourselves to do 
him honour.” 6 

Yet other visitors to our shores were more friendly. Fredrika Bremer 
was especially kindly in her mirroring of the American scene in the fifties. 
She considered the ‘Test men and women” in the United States distin- 
guished by intelligence and kindness. To her a Yankee was a go-ahead, all- 
conquering young American who shrank from nothing and was stopped by 
no discouragement, an American forever building and starting afresh, try- 
ing many professions, confident of himself, lord of the earth, fraternal, 
and full of unbounded faith in his country . 7 

6 Diary of Philip Hone, Feb. 15, 1842. 

0 Ibid., Oct. 12, 1843. 

7 Paraphrased from Bremer, op. cit., 92-94. 



CHAPTER 2. 


The Old South 


The American South of the ante-bellum period presented a spectacle of 
immense variety. Its climate ranged from semi-tropical areas of perpetual 
summer to elevated mountain reaches where snow fell at aster. vv 
coastal plains, sandy-soiled tidewater areas, river valleys, e tas, pie mon 
stretches, sea islands, rice swamps, cattle ranges, the cotton “black belt, 
and pine barrens offered the most diverse physical patterns wi eir var a 
tions of weather, topography, and soil. Human elements were no ess i 
verse. The South was at once a sophisticated civilization and a frontier, lo 

pass from the spacious grandeur of the plantation to the povery o e ac 

country or the primitive crudity of the mountaineer was like entering a 
new world — a world whose outlook was as different as its d alect was 
strange and uncouth. The poor white was as isolated from the life ot the 
planter as if he had inhabited another planet. "Indeed, as Avery Craven 
has remarked, "taken as a whole, a section which contained social and po- 
litical elements as diverse as Arkansas and Charleston, eastern e 
and tidewater Virginia, upland North Car oh’ n a and western lexas, can 
hardly be thought of as forming a solid block of interests or ideas. 

It must also be remembered that this vast and varied region was, in 
many important respects, very similar to the rest of the United States n e 
1 85o’s. Certain basic likenesses are so obvious as to require no elabora ion. 
The Old South, like the North and the West, was essentially Protestant in 
its religion, western European in its traditions, and English in its language, 
law, and governmental structure. Other similarities are less familiar, par y 
because historians of the Old South tend to follow stereotypes and to depict 
the region as either an Elysium where planters sipped mint juleps on spa- 
cious verandas or as a purgatory where Simon Legrees sadistically tortured 
Negro slaves. . 

If one looks at the contemporary evidence, he discovers that the history 
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of the Old South fits neither of these patterns hut is instead "mainly the 
history of the roll of frontier upon frontier — and on to the frontier be- 
yond." 2 Migration stripped the older states of the South of the ablest and 
most energetic portions of their population, white and black. By i860 only 
59 per cent of all persons born in South Carolina continued to live in that 
state; the rest had moved west, chiefly to Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Tennessee, and Texas. Consequently all the seaboard states were in a curi- 
ously unsettled, transient state. Houses were allowed to fall into disrepair 
because, as a contemporary wrote, “Nobody knows how long he will live 
where he is. . . .” 3 Land, once cultivated but no longer profitable in the 
face of Western competition, was permitted to become "old fields” and to 
revert to its native growth. The Northern traveler Frederick Law Olmsted 
portrayed the desolate state of much of Virginia in the 1850’s: "For 
hours and hours one has to ride through the unlimited, continual, all- 
shadowing, all-embracing forest, following roads, in the making of which 
no more labor has been given than was necessary to remove the timber 
which would obstruct the passage of wagons; and even for days and days 
he may sometimes travel, and see never two dwellings of mankind within 
sight of each other; only, at long distances, often several miles asun- 
der, . . . isolated plantation patriarchates.” 4 

If much of the older part of the South was relapsing into a kind of 
primitive state, the newer areas to the southwest had never left it. The 
Gulf states presented a typical example of the booming frontier. While 
the population of South Carolina grew by only 5 per cent during the 
1850’s, that of Texas leaped by 184 per cent. Everything in this Gulf 
area was still unfinished, still to be exploited. It must be remembered 
that men who had helped settle Mississippi and Arkansas were still in 
full vigor in 1861. The entire southwestern area was not, "on the whole, 
more than a few steps removed from the frontier stage at the beginning 
of the Civil War.” 5 

Many of the basic social traits of the Old South derived from this 
essentially frontier character of its life. As was natural in so new and 
changing a society, the “great body of Southerners belonged to the mid- 
dle class in both an economic and a social sense.” Three-fourths of all 
Southern families owned no slaves; most of them lived on farms con- 
taining less than 500 acres. These Southern counterparts “of Northern 
pioneer farmers, [and] small rural residents of the older sections” lived 
simple, uneventful, and moderately prosperous lives. 6 Generally unedu- 

' W. J. Cash, The Mind of the South, 4. 
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cased, devoutly religious, and fiercely Independent, these “plain folk of 
the Old South* exhibited deep loyalties and nn ingrained conservatism. 
Professor Trank L. Owsley has described the life of the average Southern 
yeoman as centered “around a small farm, ranging from a fifty-acre to a 
fivc-hundrcd-acre tract, tilled by the owner, undriven by competition, sup- 
plied xvith corn by his own toil and with meal from his own pen or from 
the fields and forests. The amusements might be ... the three-day 
break-down dances which David Crockett loved, or horse races, footraces, 
cock and dog fights, boxing, wrestling, shooting, fighting, log-rolling, 
house raising, or corn-shucking. It might be crude or genteel, but it 
everywhere was fundamentally alike and natural. The houses were homes, 
where famities lived sufficient and complete within themselves, working 
together and fighting together. And when death came, they were buried 
in their own lonely peaceful graveyards, to await domesday together."* 
Naturally in such a rural society individualism and democracy flour- 
ished — just as they did in other frontier areas. The older Southern states 
of the seaboard had originally been constituted as aristocratic common- 
wealths. In Virginia, for example, at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century the most important organs of the government were the thoroughly 
undemocratic county courts, which “had authority to levy taxes, to pro- 
vide for the upkeep of county buildings, and to build new roads and re- 
pair old ones, . . . registered wills and deeds and supervised fiduciary 
relationships," and "possessed large judicial power, both in civil and 
criminal cases”; these bodies were, as Thomas Jefferson protested, "self- 
appointed, self-continued, holding their authorities for life, and with an 
impossibility of breaking In on the perpetual succession of any faction 
once possessed of the bench." Cut when newer states were organized in 
the southwest, a more democratic structure of government was agreed 
upon. Meanwhile the governments of the older states during the i8ao's 
were subject to "vigorous domestic criticism," followed in the 1830’s by 
“thoroughgoing constitutional reformation. - * Though South Carolina 
continued to hold out against constitutional change, the other Southern 
states by the 1850’s saw the triumph of democracy in the “establishment 
of white manhood suffrage, the abolition of property qualifications for 
office holders, the election of all officers by popular vote, and the appor- 
tionment of representation on population rather than on wealth, with pe- 
riodic rcapportionment.” • The result of these changes was to bring new, 
democratic elements into political power in the South. W. J. Cash notes 
that "of the eight governors of Virginia from 1841 to 1861 , only one was 
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with a gentleman. “You could not fight a man whom you would not ask 
to your house." Dazzling and mysterious, brilliant in fete and carnival, 
gallant in manners, refined in the arts of music, dance, and opera, yet 
dark with its auction block, its demi-monde, and voodoo mysteries such 
was “fabulous” New Orleans, “where tragedy and gaiety walked side by 
side in chivalrous converse.” 5 

In old Charleston were found both a planter aristocracy and a dis- 
tinguished urban society. Living chiefiy on commerce, its traders had 
learned to combine politeness with business; and the warmth of its sophis- 
ticated life attracted the cotton planter who left his estate each year to 
enjoy for a season the pleasures of his city home. Flowering gateways, 
secluded gardens, magnolia petals, the grim Battery, the stately architec- 
ture of St. Michael's and St. Phillip’s, the picturesque street names, the 
broad view toward the bay, gave a noble setting to the gallant life of proud 
families, whose local pride has never been surpassed in America. There was 
about Charleston more of an English flavor, even to the matter of accent 
and modes of speech, than in cities of the North. Nor was Virginia with its 
Alexandria, Fredericksburg, Richmond, Williamsburg, and Norfolk less 
noted for the rich background, the architectural beaut} 7 , or the cultural 
finish of its cities. 

While one must not underestimate these urban factors in the Old 
South, he must beware of giving them too great importance. The section 
as a whole had no single urban focus. All these principal cities were on the 
periphery of the region; Baltimore, Louisville, and St. Louis faced North, 
and Norfolk, Wilmington, Charleston, Savannah, Mobile, New Orleans, 
and Galveston faced outward toward Europe. None of these cities had 
either the size or the importance in the life of the section which New York, 
Philadelphia, or Boston had for the Northeast. 

Similarly, the beginnings of industrialism in the Old South do not re- 
fute the contention that the region was essentially agricultural. One must 
not neglect Southern factories, for they later became of incalculable im- 
portance in the life of the Confederacy, and it has already been noted that 
enormous progress was being made in the 1850's. The value of manufac- 
tured goods in the South "increased from thirty-four million dollars in 1 840 
to nearly a hundred million in i860.” In the manufacture of cotton there 
was an increase from 51,500,000 to $4,500,000 in the same period. Re- 
spectable industrial beginnings were found in Richmond, Petersburg, 
Charleston, Augusta, Graniteville, South Carolina, and Columbus, 
Georgia.' Even a new and very rural state like Mississippi showed a begin- 
ning of textile development, with the capital invested in factories rising 
from $50,000 to $345,000 in the decade of the 1850’s and the number 
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of spindles increasing from 1500 to 8ooo.* As for railroads, the mileage in 
the South increased from four hundred in 1840 to more than nine thou- 
sand in 1861. 

Nevertheless, this incipient industrialism never plaj ed a major role in 
the Southern economy. Capital in the South was mostly absorbed in slave- 
maintained plantations. It was non-fluid, not easily deflected into manufac- 
turing pursuits; consequently the amount of capital invested in the average 
Southern factor}’ was less than one-half of that invested in the typical New 
England plant. Labor was a constant problem with these Southern factories. 
Though Southern advocates of industrialism tried to argue that “a great 
good to society must result from the employment of thousands of idle and 
immoral persons, who are now consumers and not producers,” ‘ the low 
wages paid did not sufficiently attract back-country whites and immigrants. 
Slaves were used on a limited scale, but the cost was prohibitive; besides, 
many Southerners felt that allowing "the slave to become a member of an 
industrial society was tantamount to giving him the weapon with which 
to gain his own freedom.” Many Southern factories were forced into bank- 
ruptcy in the face of Northern competition, and such failures had a dis- 
couraging effect upon Southern industry as a whole. Furthermore, there 
was something in the social philosophy of the people which was unfriendly 
to industrialism. Despising “the filthy, crowded, licentious factories . . . 
of the North,” many Southerners vigorously opposed "the efforts of those 
who, dazzled by the splendors of Northern civilization, would endeavor to 
imitate it,” an imitation which, they earnestly warned, could be achieved 
"only by the destruction of the planter.” » 

3 

Perhaps a more positive formulation of Southern traits should begin 
with the structure of the section’s economy. It was a predominantly agricul- 
tural region, and, though thousands of Southern farmers made their liv- 
ings by self-subsistent farming and grazing, the section as a whole depended 
heavily upon the production of staple crops for the market. Hemp was 
widely cultivated in the upper South; in 1859 "Kentucky and Missouri 
produced more than three-fourths of the 74,493 tons of hemp raised in the 
United States.” Tobacco flourished in Virginia and Kentucky, with lesser 
production in Tennessee, Maryland, North Carolina, and Missouri. Rice 

» John H. Moore, “Mississippi's Ante-Bellum Textile Industry,’' Jour, of Miss. 
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was a major staple only in South Carolina, though it was also cultivated 
in Georgia, North Carolina, Louisiana, and other states on a less com- 
mercial basis. The production of sugar cane for the market was chiefly con- 
fined to Louisiana. 1 

Elsewhere the Old South was a "fabric of cotton.” The production of 
this great staple, whose name became a magic word, was almost negligible 
before 1800; but from that date forward, and especially after 1820, the 
crop increased at an amazing rate, until it far surpassed tobacco, rice, in- 
digo, and sugar in importance and became the leading export product of 
the nation. In 1791 cotton production in the country amounted to only 
4000 bales. Two years later Yankee inventiveness made one of its contri- 
butions to the South in Eli Whitney’s cotton gin; and by 1801 production 
had mounted to 100,000 bales. By 181 1 the total had leaped to 167,000 
bales, which was insignificant as compared with the production of 1,062,- 
000 bales in 1835. In 1849 the total had increased to 2,469,000 bales, 
but by the end of another decade this amount had been more than 
doubled. 2 

The importance of cotton in Southern economy and sentiment is sug- 
gested by the elaborate care devoted to the conditioning factors of its cul- 
tivation and marketing — to the relative advantages of the various grades; 
the selection of the soil; bedding up, hoeing, and thinning; drainage and 
the prevention of erosion; rotation; fertilization; the eradication of weeds; 
and the war against insect pests. The success of the South in conquering 
these difficulties, as well as the remarkable adaptation of Southern climate 
and soil to cotton culture, is shown by the dependence of European manu- 
facturers on Southern cotton. From 1840 to the time of the Civil War, 
Great Britain drew from the Southern states of America about four-fifths 
of all her cotton imports.* 

A traveler in the South in 1827 was overwhelmed by cotton on every 
side. Walking along the wharves at Charleston he saw them "piled up with 
mountains of Cotton, and all your stores, ships, steam and canal boats, 
crammed with . . . Cotton.” The daily papers and the conversation of 
hotel boarders teemed with cotton. Riding through the streets, he had to 
dodge from side to side "to steer clear of the cotton waggons.” Arriving in 
Augusta he found cotton boats crowding the river and cotton warehouses 
covering whole squares. And Hamburg was "worser," as one of the Negroes 
said; for it was hard to tell “which was the largest, the piles of cotton or 
the houses.” Journeying through the country he overtook ‘hordes of 
cotton planters from North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia, with 
large gangs of negroes, bound to Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana; 

1 Lewis C. Gray, History of Agriculture in the Southern United States to i860, 
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'where the cotton land is not worn out.’ " Continuing his travels to Mo- 
bile, and From there in a cotton-stufFcd schooner to New Orleans, he at- 
tended a play in a cotton-press house, and, bethinking himself of a “Pharo 
Bank," he was told that he would "find one at the Louisiana Coffee-house, 
just below the cotton-press, opposite to a cotton ware-house," * 

Neither travelers’ records nor statistics, however, suffice to express 
the place of cotton in the Southern scheme. "For cotton," sajs a recent 
writer, "is something more than a crop or an industry; it is a dynastic sys- 
tem, with a set of laws and standards always under assault and peculiarly 
resistant to change. It is map-maker, trouble-maker, history-maker; . . . . 
It was cotton that made the South into a section. . . . On cot- 
ton, ... the South built up a social and political economy essentially 
different from that presailing in the rest of the country." 1 The full 
study of cotton in its relation to the life of the Old South, important and 
elaborate as arc its agricultural aspects, is more than an agrarian study. 
It is a field in which politics, finance, business organuation, economics, 
chemistry, and social psychology arc elaborately intermingled. What we 
are dealing with here is a culture complex. Despite the fact that cotton 
growing and slavcholding directly involved only a minority, it was never- 
theless true that standards, conditions, and patterns of society were set by 
the basic staple. 


4 

Socially as well as economically the ante-bellum South had a kind of 
unity. Again one must start by making exceptions, for theTC were un- 
assimilable elements in the Southern social s)stem- At the bottom of the 
social ladder svere the “poor whites," a wretched class whom even the 
Negro despised.* Uninspired, physically deficient, occupying the pine 
barrens or the infertile back country, they lived a hand-to-mouth exist- 
ence, mere hangers-on of a regime in which they had no determining 
part. Choosing a small tract where progress would not molest him, the 
“hill-billy” or "clay-eater" lived his unpromising days on the very margin 
of subsistence. 

Here fwntes Paul H. Buck] he would build a rude cabin of round 

4 Documentary History of American Industrial Society, I, 283-287. 
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logs in the typical backwoods manner. “A few rickety chairs, a long bench, 
a dirty bed or two, a spinning-wheel, ... a skillet, an oven, a frying- 
pan, a triangular cupboard in one corner and a rack . . . [for] the 
family rifle ’’ might serve as an inventory of the contents of the cabin s 
single room. Food could be procured with a minimum of effort. “Wild 
hogs, deer, wild turkeys, squirrels, raccoons, opossums— these and many 
more are at [the] very doors [of the poor whites]; and they have only to 
pick up old Silver Heels’ [the rifle], walk a few miles out into the forest, 
and return home laden with enough meat to last them a w’eek. The yield 
of their rifles and fishing rods might be supplemented by com and potatoes 
from their straggling gardens. Altogether it was a life without much effort 
and it produced a class of lazy, idle men who gained a universal reputation 
for shiftlessness . 2 

That these poor whites, living in such primitive fashion, w'ere con- 
tent with their lot and lacking in ambition, conveys only a partial impres- 
sion of their degradation. The measure of their inferiority is further 
suggested by the practice of eating clay, a practice which was in fact a dis- 
ease; while the prevalence of hookworm among them indicated a patho- 
logical condition which was both cause and result of their manner of life, 
and which has had to wait for recent science and philanthropy to find 
a cure. 

Concerning the attitude of well-to-do Southerners toward the poor 
whites, it may be said that there was little contact between these two 
classes; that outside references to this lowly element as a symptom of de- 
pressing conditions in his social order served not at all to disturb the 
Southerner’s complacency but tended rather to produce an attitude of 
self-justification; that the “plantation system . . . rendered superfluous 
the potential labor contribution of the poor white”; and that, recognizing 
the sandhillers satisfaction w'ith his meager lot, the Southerner felt that 
neglect did him no great harm . 3 Daniel R. Hundley, in his survey of 
Southern social problems, worote that “there is no . . . method by which 
they can be weaned from leading the lives of vagrom-men, idlers, and 
squatters, useless to themselves and the rest of mankind.” 4 The South- 
erner did not exploit or mistreat the poor white. If he ignored him, this 
was due not so much to a deliberately unsympathetic attitude as to the 
feeling that the environment of these less fortunate folk w r as not beneath 
their deserts and was not inappropriate to their character and manner of 
living. Mark Twain, portraying the misery of Huckleberry Finn when 
efforts were made to civilize him by compulsion, was after all touching 
upon a fundamental aspect of the problem. “The planter, satisfied with 
the plantation system, . . . was not concerned in the existence of a 
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* Ibid.. 46—47. 

* T>. R. Hundley, Social Relations in Our Southern States, 119. 



The Old South 


39 


lower class that was unobtrusive and contented, whose chief sins were 
idleness and shiftlessness. And the poor white, simple in mind and atti- 
tude, was content to bask in the sunlight of indifference.” 8 

Another group which had little contact with the rest of Southern so- 
ciety were the "highlinders," who lived in the inaccessible mountain 
regions. Here was an isolated part of America which maintained its racial 
purity and adhered tenaciously to the traditions and customs of a primi- 
tive day. Deflected from the current of progress, speaking a quaint brogue, 
untouched by the conventions of sophisticated society, they have been 
called “our contemporary ancestors.” Ballads known long ago in Britain, 
passing down by oral transmission from generation to generation, still per- 
sist among these people, who have become a favorite source for specialists 
in American folklore. Fond of hunting and outdoor life, inured to hard- 
ship, strangers to the bathtub, quick on the trigger, they were neverthe- 
less generous and hospitable; and if one begins at King’s Mountain and 
comes down through later struggles to Sergeant York it appears that these 
sturdy mountain folk have helped to fight the nation's battles. The crude 
life of the mountaineer was not akin to the "shiftlessness” of the poor 
white: it signified rather a true preference for old traditions, a disdain of 
too much progress, a readiness to accept the narrow radius of a mountain 
cove as a sufficient world, a contempt for softness and over-refinement. 
It was not merely that economic conditions kept certain of the pioneers 
in mountain homes while "more fortunate” neighbors pushed on, nor 
that such an accident as the breaking of a lynchpin might cause a family 
to remain fixed in a mountain retreat. There was, among these highland- 
ers, as among mountain people generally, a process of selection and 
adaptation which resulted in the harmonization of a type of men and 
women to their environment: the peopling of the mountains, in other 
words, was not a haphazard affair. As to matters political, the highlander 
could not understand the ways of courts; he felt no need of “law men” 
to regulate relations with his fellows; and he failed to think of the gov- 
ernment as "ary thing but a president in a biled shirt who commands two- 
three judges and a gang o’ revenue officers." 8 


5 

Aside from these two small and relatively insignificant groups, South- 
ern society found a central focus in the plantation system. This is not to 
suggest that great numbers o£ Southerners could consider themselves, 
planters, for, as has been previously noted, most white Southerners were 
yeoman fanners of decidedly limited means. Nor is it to be inferred that 
a plantation "aristocracy” somehow controlled the political destinies of the 
« P. H. Buck, in Am. Hist. Rev.. XXXI. 49- 
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region, for the current of democracy had eroded the powers of the gentry 
until “whatever influence the planters exercised over the political action 
of the common people was of a personal and local nature.” 1 It is rather 
that by the i85o’s the plantation had come to play an ever increasing 
role in the economic and social life of the Old South. 

As to the economic importance of the plantation in the ante-bellum 
South, historians are not in agreement. Professor Frank L. Owsley and 
several of his students have published studies minimizing the role of the 
planters and emphasizing the importance of the yeoman farmers of 
the ante-bellum South. Arguing not merely that the small farmers were the 
more numerous class, they have attempted also to prove that these yeo- 
men were comfortably off during the 1850’s, that “nonslaveholders were 
acquiring land more rapidly than the slaveholders,” 2 and that “gen- 
erally . . . there does not seem to have been a marked difference in the 
fertility and the value of the lands of slaveholders and nonslaveholders.” 3 
Of great value in pointing up the numerical importance of the nonplanter 
middle class in the South and in stimulating a reconsideration of ante- 
bellum history, the Owsley school has been severely criticized for statistical 
inadequacy, and, on the whole, one is not able to agree with its conclu- 
sions. 

A few facts and figures will suggest, instead, that the plantation dur- 
ing the 1850's was not merely a major but a growing element in the 
Southern economy. In terms of income, one thousand Southern planter 
families "received over $50,000,000 a year, while all the remaining 
666,000 families received only about $60,000,000.” 4 The same inequi- 
ties prevailed in land ownership. In the Alabama black belt counties in 
1850 "two-thirds of all acres . . . were held by 17 per cent of the farm- 
ing population and were parts of plantations which claimed over 500 
acres.” The planter held not merely more land than the yeoman; he gen- 
erally owned the more valuable land. A study of fifteen Alabama and Mis- 
sissippi counties shows that the land of farmers who owned less than 50 
acres was worth only $7.20 an acre, while that of planters who owned 
more than 2000 acres was worth $29.50 an acre. Furthermore, during 
the decade before the Civil War, Southern wealth was becoming increas- 
ingly concentrated into fewer hands. “During the fifties,” Fabian Linden 
has pointed out, “the increase in the number of white families in the 
entire South exceeded the growth in the number of slaveholders by over 
25 per cent. Thus we must conclude that the propertied classes of the 
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Old South constituted a relatively shrinking segment of the population.” s 
Professor James C. Bonner, who has made a detailed study of a typical 
Georgia county, agrees that the 1850’s saw "an increase in the number 
of slaves, a concentration of ownership, and a rise in land values,” which 
“undoubtedly had an adverse effect upon the fortunes of tenant farmers 
and squatters, many of whom were forced to secure employment as wage 
earners.” * 

Socially as well as economically the plantation played an enormously 
important role in Southern life; for the entire region the plantation 
gentry became "the model for social aspiration.” 1 For the urban and pro- 
fessional classes the plantation seemed the one sure road to social reputa- 
bility, and there was “a decided tendency for lawyer, doctor, carpenter, 
merchant, and tailor to move into agriculture, as fast as the accumula- 
tion of capital would permit.”* Small farmers, too, identified with the 
plantation system. Despite the "concentration of wealth, slaves, and power 
in the hands of a Few,” Roger W. Shugg has found, "little resentment 
was expressed by the less fortunate majority. The rich planters in the 
black belt did not excite great envy among the overseers, woodcutters, 
and poor farmers who surrounded them. To the contrary, a West Feliciana 
[Louisiana] overseer boasted that all the land was 'owned by big bugs,’ 
among whom his employer was 'one of the biggest sort.' ” * Poor fanners, 
given the franchise, made no serious attempt to disrupt the plantation 
economy or to strike down their wealthier neighbors. If there were yeo- 
men who were disaffected, they migrated further west, to begin life 
anew . 10 Those who remained saw the neighboring planters as somewhat 
more successful but by no means superior beings, to whom they were 
often related by blood or marriage. At bottom this absence of class an- 
tagonisms was a result of the slavery system. As Cash astutely remarks, 
"If the plantation had introduced distinctions of rank and wealth among 
men of the old backcountry, and, in doing so, had perhaps offended 
against the ego of the common white, it had also . . . introduced that 
other vastly ego-warming and ego-expanding distinction between the 
white man and the black.” 11 

* Linden, “Economic Democracy in the Stave South: An Appraisal of Some 
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In describing the life of the gentleman planters, it is difficult not to 
be sentimental or romantic. At its best, as in certain sections of Virginia, 
it was, as George Cary Eggleston remembered, "a soft, dreamy, deliciously 
quiet life, a life of repose, an old life, with all its sharp corners and rough 
surfaces long ago worn round and smooth.” 1 To recapture its flavor one 
must visit some of the fine old Southern mansions which still stand today 
like monuments of a departed era. One finds them set on a hill, nestling 
in a park, or facing a river bend; and the distinction of their architecture 
bespeaks the taste and gentlemanly ease of their owners. Within the 
mansion the furniture, silver, coats-of-arms, and ancient portraits re- 
vealed a dominant characteristic of the planter — his family pride. In 
Virginia the Carter family had its “Nomini Hall” in Westmoreland 
County; the Byrd family had its “Westover” near Richmond; William 
Bolling had three plantations on the James ("Pocahontas,” “The Island,” 
and "Bolling Hall"); Washington had at “Mount Vernon” one of the 
most perfect of the mansions; while the stately distinction of Jefferson’s 
"Monticello,” crowning its little mountain, reflected the genius of its 
cosmopolitan owner. If one mentions also "Berkeley,” ancestral seat of 
the Harrisons, "Kenmore,” the elegant home of Fielding Lewis at Fred- 
ericksburg, Mason’s "Gunston Hall,” and the estates of the Nelsons, 
Prestons, Randolphs, Pages, Tylers, Lees, Pendletons, and scores of 
others among the F. F. V.’s, he has but made a beginning in a survey of 
Virginia aristocracy, which had its counterpart in each of the other South- 
ern states. 

Life in such nearly idyllic surroundings could have an elegance and 
an ease rarely to be found elsewhere in America. In depicting the charac- 
teristics of the ante-bellum planters a contemporary writer stated that, 
arbitrary though they were, they "extorted admiration by their good 
sense — and many of them by their genuine and hearty hospitality'.” Life 
had “made men of them”; hard experience was their alma mater; they 
"were learned in the practical things.” Many were diligent readers; some 
knew the Federal and state constitutions by heart. They subscribed for 
their party organs — Whigs read the National Intelligencer, Democrats 
the Globe. Though sometimes awkward in speech they were wise in 
action. Behind the awkward word was vigor of thought. Slavery' had ac- 
customed them to expect implicit obedience; opposition they could not 
brook. In their dealings, if this writer observed correctly, they preferred 
foreigners who had been trained to obsequiousness of manner, to their 
own countrymen, who would assert themselves.” 3 This portrait from 

1 Eggleston, A Betel's 'Recollections , ed. by David Donald, 27. 

• Paraphrased from H. S. Eulkerson, Random Recollections of Early Days in 
Mississippi, S5 -i6. 
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life may serve to explain whj the planter often performed better in state- 
craft than in politics: in office he would usually do well, but in artfully 
angling for votes among democratic constituents he might be less adept. 

This planter class was an educated elite. In contrast to the South’s 
general backwardness in public schools, great stress was placed upon 
higher education. "If college attendance is any test of an educated peo- 
ple,” Frank L. Owsley has written, "the South had more educated men 
and women in proportion to [white] population than the North, or any 
other part of the world.” 5 William E. Dodd has pointed out that just 
before the Civil War eleven thousand students "were enrolled in the 
colleges of the cotton States, while in Massachusetts, with half as many 
white people . . . there were only 1733 college students.” As a whole 
the South had over 25,000 college students, and in the decade between 
1850 and r 860, as Professor Dodd shows, “practically every college and 
university in the South doubled its attendance.” 4 

Southern plantation life at its height is depicted in a vivid descrip- 
tion of a huge sugar plantation in Louisiana by the famous English 
correspondent W. H. Russell. As far as the eye could see, he wrote, fence 
palings "guarded wide-spread fields of maize and sugar-cane.” Through 
a leafy avenue he approached the house, "with clustering flowers, rose, 
jasmine, and creepers, clinging to the pillars supporting the veranda.” 
The view, he said, was "one of the most striking ... in the world." 
"If an English agriculturist could see six thousand acres of the finest land 
in one field, unbroken by hedges . . . and covered with the most mag- 
nificent crops .... as level as a billiard table, he would surely doubt 
his senses. But here is literally such a sight— six thousand acres, better 
tilled than the finest patch in all the Lothians, green as Meath pas- 
tures, . . . and yielding an average profit [at old prices] ... of at 
least £20 an acre. . . . My host . . . had purchased this estate for 
£300,000 and an adjacent property . . . for £150,000. . . 

The planter at his best wore the prerogatives of organization and com- 
mand with a sense of responsibility. On the highly exceptional plantation 
of Jefferson Davis these prerogatives were tempered by republican tend- 
encies, slave juries bring used for the trial of plantation offenses. It was 
the firm belief of masters generally that the plantation was a civilizing 
influence: in some of its aspects it was a school; again it may be re- 
garded as a social settlement, or a parish. As Professor Phillips has 
pointed out, it was also a variety show. “The procession of plowmen at 
evening," he writes, . . the bonfire in the quarter with contests in 
clogs ...» the work songs in solo and refrain . . . ; the baptiz- 

* Quoted tn Slmlins, A History of the South, 1 68. 

* Dodd. Cotton Kingdom, in. 

» XV. II. Russell, My Diary North end South, toj, quoted In Doe Hilt. Am. 
Indutt. Soc., I, 1J6-»J7. 
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ing . . . ; the torchlight pursuit of ’possum and ’coon, with full-voiced 
haloo to baj'ing houn’ dawg and yelping cur; . . . the husking bee, the 
quilting party, the wedding, the cock fight, the crap game, . . . these 
were the features of plantation life, all of them ' highly vocal. 0 

But one must remember that Southern plantation life rarely lived up 
to these possibilities. If a good number of planters spoke of themselves 
as aristocrats, it is wholesome to remember that the Southern gentry was 
in fact mostly descended from yeoman stock — generally within a very 
few generations. Only an “insignificant” number of Cavalier families had 
taken part in the settling of Virginia, 7 and elsewhere there was even less 
justification for speaking of the planters’ ancient lineage. In fact, as 
Cash points out, the Southern "ruling class as a body and in its primary 
aspect was merely a close clique of property.” 8 

Nor did the average Southern planter dwell in elegant luxury. 
Though he may have aspired to build a mansion like those in Virginia or 
Natchez, his house was “generally a rude ungainly structure, made of 
logs, rough hewn from the forest,” and there was usually “a garden of 
6o feet by 40 in its rear, full of long collards (fit only for cows and then 
when steamed), the oaks cut down in front, a Spanish mulberry or China 
tree planted in their stead, under the shade of which is seen in the summer 
time a lazy pack of egg-sucking hounds, or noisy sheep-killing curs, half 
starved.” 0 Supercilious Northern travelers "described the condition of 
the new slaveholders and the poorer planters as being very miserable,” 
and stated that New York farmers worth $40,000 lived more comfort- 
ably than Louisiana planters worth $300,000. 10 

The average Southern planter’s life was one of hard work. He was 
no idle aristocrat but a businessman who was, as U. B. Phillips has re- 
marked, simultaneously the head of a hierarchy, a homestead, a con- 
script army, a factor}', a pageant, a matrimonial bureau, a nursery, and a 
divorce court. The seasons dictated the rhythm of his activities. In the 
spring he saw to the breaking of the ground and the planting of his 
crops; in the summer he supervised the weeding and hoeing and thinning 
and the ceaseless care against insect pests; in the fall he directed the 
picking, the ginning, and the marketing of his cotton; in winter he looked 
after the repair of his houses, fences, and drainage ditches. Even when 
he had an overseer to assist him, his was the ultimate responsibility for 
keeping the plantation smoothly functioning. All the while he had to give 
close attention to the financing of his enterprise, and generally he strug- 

* kh Phillips, Life and Labor in the Old South , 202-203. 

7 T. J. Wcrtcnbakcr, Patrician and Plebeian in Virginia, 23. 

7 Alin d of the South, 21, 

• Bonner, '‘Plantation Architecture of the Losvcr South on the Eve of the 

Civil War,” XI, 372, 374 (Aug., 1945). 

10 Frederick Law Olmsted, The Cotton Kingdom, II, 44, 48. 
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gled with account books which he hoped would prove that his efforts 
were profitable. 

Nor was the planter's wife the dainty and delicate female of fiction. 
The ideal lady of the plantation was a domestic Martha Washington who 
arose early each day in order to supervise the manifold household activi- 
ties: the cooking, candle making, sewing, weaving, churning, and jelly 
making She must guide and teach her slaves, smooth out their troubles, 
and doctor them when they were sick. To do these things efficiently, and 
to fulfill the Southern gentleman's ideal of a Southern lady — to be a per- 
fect hostess, to cultivate tact and gentle charm — constituted her liberal 
education. 

It must not be disguised that there were hard, frequently repulsive 
aspects of Southern plantation life. Howard W. Odum, in turning from 
the "glory that was the South" to the "grandeur that was not,” writes of 
the prevalence of drinking and gambling, the false virtue of dueling, 
stubborn individualism, non-cooperative habits, violent tempers, feuds, 
fighting, isolation. Though the Southern woman was eulogized and feted 
with praise, yet, says Odum, there were "many things she was not sup- 
posed to see, and if seeing, was not to record, and if recording, was not to 
let it see the light either in her own consciousness, or in the records of 
posterity.” He mentions the “relationships of the master . . . with the 
women slaves" as among the "shadows of tragedy” behind the "veil of 
glory." “ Southerners themselves admitted that there were many abuses 
in the institution of slavery. Unruly Negroes were sometimes branded 
with the hot iron; free Negroes were kidnapped; families were tom asun- 
der; whippings were sometimes brutal. While domestic slaves might wear 
fine clothes and be treated with indulgence, armies of field hands were 
less fortunate; and the intimacy that existed between master and slave 
on the smaller plantation was less evident where one estate comprised a 
hundred or more slaves. Though the evils of absentee landlordism, with 
its detachment of master and slave, were exceptional in the South, and 
while in this respect American slavery was more humane than the insti- 
tution as found in the British or Spanish West Indies, yet occasionally 
such absenteeism was to be found, as where South Carolinian planters 
lived in Charleston, leaving their plantations to managers or overseers. 

In short, like every other society, the South had its sordidness, abuse, 
narrowness of outlook, and tragedy. 

Yet in arriving at his final verdict, the historian must be careful to 
judge both the dream and the reality of Southern life. If all too often the 
Southern "mansion" was a shack, the Southern "aristocrat” was a cotton 
snob, and Southern "chivalry” was bullying pretentiousness, one must 
recognize that social ideals and achievements rarely coincide. In addition 

J* Odum, An American Epoch, chap. ia. 
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to giving a unity to Southern life, the plantation system gave it a goal of 
aspiration, which played a major part in the mental make-up of Southern 
men and women. Though not always realized, the "creed of the Old 
South” 12 was not shallow hypocrisy, for it gave to the section a rightful 
name for hospitality, generosity, openness, frankness, and manly courage. 

7 

More important even than agriculture or the plantation system in 
defining the Old South was the fact that Southerners had a growing con- 
sciousness of their own Southernism. Long before the Civil War South- 
erners came to speak not of their state or their nation but of their section 
as their native land. "The South is my home — my fatherland,” exclaimed 
Alexander H. Stephens, of Georgia. “There sleep the ashes of my sire 
and grandsires; there are my hopes and prospects; with her my fortunes 
are cast; her fate is my fate, and her destiny my destiny.” More and more 
"Southrons” (as they proudly called themselves) felt that such regional- 
ism in mind and spirit was the highest expression of men's loyalties. 
George Fitzhugh, the proslavery propagandist, rejoiced that his fellow 
Southerners should become "provincial, and cease to be imitative cos- 
mopolitans.” 1 By the 1850’s, Rollin G. Osterweis writes, the Southerners 
had begun "to manifest a group consciousness suggestive of nineteenth- 
century European romantic nationalism.” 2 

It had not always been thus. In the early days of the Republic, George 
Washington, James Madison, and John Marshall had been Americans 
first and Southerners afterward. The early liberalism of the South had 
received its fullest expression in Thomas Jefferson, whose interests in- 
cluded music, art, architecture, philosophy, science, law, and literature, 
whose friendships were worldwide, and whose concern for liberty em- 
braced all mankind. At the beginning of the nineteenth century most 
intelligent Southerners expected the ultimate extinction of slavery, and 
many, like young John C. Calhoun, hoped to diversify the economy of 
their region by introducing manufactures similar to those of New Eng- 
land. 

Nor was the development of an exclusive sectional feeling a thing 
quickly arrived at in the South. “Not until some four decades after the 
American Revolution,” Francis B. Simkins writes, "did leaders of the 
Southern states become acutely and permanently aware that their people 
possessed peculiar virtues and ambitions that needed defense from North- 
ern interference.” 8 During these years Southerners were more often 

12 Basil L. Gildcrslecve, Creed of the Old South. 

1 Franklin, The Militant South, 219, 2.2.1, 

1 Ostprucis, Romanticism and Nationalism in the Old South, v». 

* Simkins, History of the South , 95. 
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divided among themselves than from Yankees. Even down into the [840’s 
“the South had a vigorous two-party system, an asset it has never since 
enjoyed." Against the tradition of associating the Democratic party with 
the South one finds that during most of its lifetime (1834—1854) the 
Whig party carried on with the support of influential Southern elements. 
The Southern people, observes Charles G. Sellers, Jr., "divided politi- 
cally in these years over much the same questions as northern voters, 
particularly questions of banking and financial policy.” Small farmers 
tended to be on the Democratic side; "urban commercial and banking in- 
terests, supported by a majority of the planters,” were on the other.* In- 
stead of casting their votes as a solid section, Southerners split them 
almost evenly between the two parties. In the five presidential elections 
from 1836 to 1852 inclusive, "the total popular vote of the Whig candi- 
dates [in the Southern statesj was 1,745,884, that of the Democratic 
candidates was 1,760,452, or a majority for the Democrats of only 
M.568.” 5 

The forces which eroded these national patterns of behavior and 
sapped Southern attachment to the Union were complex. In part the 
change was due to the cotton gin, which had made slavery, once consid- 
ered near extinction, enormously profitable. In part, too, it was a reac- 
tion to the long agricultural depression of 1819-1832, which "took the 
bottom out of the farmer’s world and brought to a sharp end the old 
agricultural order which had existed for a century and a half.” Resentful 
and suspicious, Southern farmers and planters believed they were being 
victimized by protective tariffs, ship subsidies, and internal improvement 
legislation designed to assist the North. Some portion of the growing sec- 
tional feeling was developed in order to curb internal criticisms within 
the South, where there was "dissatisfaction over representation, the 
franchise, and inadequate transportation and educational facilities . . . 
in areas where slaves were few.” • And in no small measure this sectional- 
ism, in its most extreme forms, was a response to Northern attacks upon 
the South and its “peculiar institution." 

It is, impossible, of course, precisely to date this transformation in 
Southern attitudes, but by the 1830*5 the process was well under way. 
Calhoun’s shift from nationalism to sectionalism, as exemplified in his 
"Exposition and Protest” against the tariff of 1828, the suppression of 
Nat Turner’s fanatical group of insurrectionary slaves in Virginia in 1831, 
the defeat of gradual emancipation plans in the Virginia legislature in 
1831—1832, and South Carolina's nullification of the tariff in 1832 are 
mileposts along the road to self-conscious Southernism. 

* Sellers, "Who Were the Southern Whigs?” Amer. Hist. Rev., LK, 336, 346 
(Jan., 1954?- 

» Green, "Democracy in the Old South,” XH, 20-21 (Feb., 1946). 

• Craven, Cowing of the Civil War, 42, 153. 
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Thereafter the history of the ante-bellum South is one of increasing 
section alis m. Political unanimity was not achieved, even outwardly, until 
the outbreak of the Civil War, but in other fields regionalism ran rampant. 
The division of churches along sectional lines has previously been noted, 
as has the suppression of antislaver}' sentiment within the South. More 
and more the Southerners came to think of themselves as a people apart, 
characterized by a unique and superior culture. Incurably romantic, they 
often fancied themselves descendants of the Cavaliers and proudly prac- 
ticed the cult of chivalry. Some of them actually organized jousts and 
tournaments, where gallant champions styling themselves “Brian de Bois 
Guilbert” or "Wilfred of Ivanhoe” wed in tilting, so that the victor could 
crown his mistress “The Queen of Love and Beauty.” A far larger number 
took their chivalry vicariously, through reading the romantic novels of 
Walter Scott, who was unquestionably the favorite Southern author. 
Scott’s influence upon Southern thinking was great; Mark Twain re- 
marked, with characteristic exaggeration, “Sir Walter had so large a hand 
in making Southern character, as it existed before the war, that he is in 
great measure responsible for the war.” 7 

As for slavery, Southerners ceased being apologists for a dying insti- 
tution and became fervent defenders of a beneficent system justified on 
historical, Biblical, scientific, economic, and sociological grounds. Senator 
R. M. T. Hunter, of Virginia, argued, "There is not a respectable system 
of civilization known to history, . . . whose foundations were not laid 
in the institution of domestic slavery.” 8 Southern clerics announced that 
the Bible justified slavery. “Had not the Jews practiced slavery' under the 
watchful care of Jehovah? Did not the Ten Commandments mention 
‘servants' thrice? . . . Did not the Apostle Paul urge the fugitive Onesi- 
mus to return to his master?" 8 Using some craniological evidence. Dr. 
Josiah C. Nott, of Mobile, tried to prove that the Negro belonged to a 
different species from the white man, and Dr. J. H. Van Evrie showed the 
application of this scientific finding in his book titled Negroes and Negro 
' Slavery": The First an Inferior Race: The Latter Its Normal Condition. 
Other apologists proved that slavery was essential to the functioning of 
the Southern economy, which in turn was essential to that of the United 
States, because cotton was the chief American export, and to that of 
Great Britain, which depended upon Southern cotton. In Cannibals All! 
or, Slares Without Masters George Fitzhugh tried to demonstrate that 
in free society there was inevitably an antagonism between capital and 
labor, which must result in “robber barons” and “pauper slavery,” while 
in slave society, where capital and labor were happily united in the per- 
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son of the Negro, such antagonisms were avoided. 10 Supported by these 
arguments, Albert Gallatin Brown, of Mississippi, had no hesitation in 
informing the United States Senate that “slavery is a great moral, social, 
and political blessing — a blessing to the slave, and a blessing to the 
master.” 11 

In rejecting criticisms of slavery Southerners closed their ears to all 
other criticisms of their society. They were sure they lived in the best of all 
possible worlds. These ante-bellum "Southrons,” Charles S. Sydnor has 
wittily exclaimed, "rare among mortals, claimed that their own age was 
the golden age, and they claimed that its main foundation was Negro 
slavery.” This "affirmation of Southern perfection” was precisely expressed 
in the title of an essay by one Reverend Iverson L. Brookes, published in 
South Carolina in 1850: A Defense of the South against the Reproaches 
and Encroachments of the North; in Which Slavery is Shown to be an 
Institution of God Intended to Form the Basis of the Best Social State and 
the Only Safeguard to the Permanence of a Republican Government . 11 

19 Craven, Coming of the Civil War, 168, 170-171. 

11 Donald, Sumner, 348. 

** Sydnor, Development of Southern Sectionalism, 338—339. 
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Woven into the pattern of Southern life was the institution of slav- 
ery. It was an institution so involved in controversy and so productive of 
emotional reaction that the historical scholar finds it no easy task to reach 
fair and unbiased conclusions about it. The records for the study of Negro 
slavery are imperfect and must be regarded with suspicion. Most con- 
temporary printed accounts were written with the admitted purpose of 
justifying or condemning the "peculiar institution.” Most travelers in the 
ante-bellum South saw what they set out to find. Numerous business and 
family records kept by Southern slaveowners are still preserved, but these 
are not fully representative, for most of them relate to the management 
of large plantations. The handful of autobiographies by former slaves, 
such as Frederick Douglass, who ran away to the North and later distin- 
guished themselves, are clearly not typical, yet there are almost no other 
ways of ascertaining how the Negroes themselves reacted to the system. 
Consequently the subject is one on which even the experts differ. Find- 
ing not merely "injustice, oppression, brutality and heartburning in the 
regime" but "also gentleness, kind-hearted friendship and mutual loyalty,” 
the Southern-bom scholar Ulrich B. Phillips concluded that "it is impos- 
sible to agree that its basis and its operation were wholly evil.” 1 A more 
recent Northern-born student, Kenneth M. Stampp, on the other hand, 
says bluntly “that slavery’ had no philosophical defense worthy of the 
name — . . . it had nothing to commend it to posterity, except that it 
paid.” 1 

The prewar South, especially before about 1830, was far from unani- 
mous in supporting slavery; nor was the prewar North even approxi- 
mately unanimous in opposing it. There were Southerners who deplored 
the institution, such as Jefferson, Lee, Washington, George Mason, and 
John Tyler; and there were active Southern abolitionists, such as 

1 Phillips, American Negro Slavery, 514. 

1 Sumpp, The Peculiar Institution, 421. 
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J. G. Bimev and Cassius M. Clay. On the other hand, supporters of 
slavery were numerous in the North. Illinois, for instance, Lincoln s own 
state, during most of the period from the acquisition of statehood to the 
Civil War possessed some of the characteristics of a slave state. Though 
the Ordinance of 1787, the fundamental charter for the new states be- 
tween the Ohio and the Mississippi, forbade slavery, the people of Illinois 
in the earlier years interpreted the ordinance to permit slaves holding 
over from the period before 1787 to be held in bondage. The practice of 
indentured servitude was recognized in the Illinois constitution of 1818 
and was made effective by statutes passed in 1819. It is probable that 
an out-and-out recognition of slavery would have been included in the 
constitution of Illinois in 1 8 1 8 if it had not been feared that such recog- 
nition would defeat the admission of the state to the Union. There was a 
movement in (823 to amend the constitution; and the animating purpose 
back of this movement was to legalize slavery. This was but natural, since 
most of the people of early Illinois were descendants of Southerners. As 
late as 1840 the United States census continued to report slaves in Illi- 
nois, the number in 1840 being giv en as 331. 

In Indiana much the same situation existed. When in the session of the 
United States Congress for 1805-1806 a petition was received from the 
territory of Indiana asking for a suspension of that article of the North- 
west Ordinance which forbade slavery, a committee of Congress reported 
in favor of the suspension, thus approving the policy of permitting slavery 
in Indiana. The suspension of the article, they urged, was "an object 
almost universally desired" by the people of the territory of Indiana. The 
issue as they saw it was not between slavery and freedom; it was merely 
a matter of moving slaves from one part of the Country to another. The 
legalization of slavery, they argued, would tend to accelerate the popu- 
lation of the territory of Indiana, whose development had been retarded 
by the prohibition of slavery. Even the slaves themselves would profit, 
said the committee, because they would be more separated and diffused, 
so that each slaveholder would have fewer slaves with more room to look 
after them.* This recommendation that slavery be permitted in Indiana 
was not approved by Congress; but it is significant that such a recom- 
mendation could be made by a congressional committee in 1806 with 
the approval of the people concerned. In Ohio before the war the general 
attitude of the courts was favorable to slaveholders in the many cases 
that arose in Cincinnati and elsewhere upon the border concerning the 
recovery of fugitives. Sectional differentiation concerning the right or 
wrong of Negro bondage is not as clear-cut as has been supposed. 

* W. O. Blake, History of Slavery and the Slave Trade ( t86o), 434; 

F. S. Philbrick, ed., The Laws of Indiana Territory CI11. Hist Colls., XXI), Intro , 
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The historical background of American slavery must he sought in the 
early slave trade of Europe, England, and New England. The institu- 
tion in America did not develop as a direct inheritance from Europe. 
Negroes were but little known in European countries up to the time of 
the discover)' of America. Slavery as found in Roman and Teutonic civi- 
lizations had given place to medieval serfdom, which in turn was gradu- 
ally replaced by conditions of modern peasantry. The introduction of 
slavery came rather as an incident of the long process of discovery and 
colonization. Exploitation of African slave centers arose early in the his- 
tory of Portuguese expansion in the fifteenth century and antedated by 
several decades the discoveries of Columbus and his contemporaries and 
the development of European colonies in the Western Hemisphere. A 
considerable importation of slaves into Portugal and Spain had taken 
place prior to the opening up of Hispaniola, Puerto Rico, Jamaica, and 
Cuba. Following an insignificant experimentation with a form of native 
slavery, extensive efEorts were launched shortly after 1500 for the im- 
portation of Negro slaves into the Spanish West Indies. English sea 
captains found profitable employment in supplying Spanish-American 
settlements with slaves, John Hawkins being a conspicuous example; and 
after the establishment of England's own colonies in North America, 
these slave-trading efforts were naturally intensified. 

In the American colonial period English slave-trading interests be- 
came increasingly active. 1 For a time the Royal African Company, founded 
in 1672, enjoyed a monopoly of the trade; then an imposing number of 
separate traders obtained rights from Parliament, disputing the Royal 
African ascendancy. Soon the trade, with its large profits, grew into an 
important "vested interest" and as such made powerful claims upon gov- 
ernment support. 

Gradually the number of slaves in the American colonies increased. 
Governor Berkeley of Virginia stated in 1 67 1 that at that time there were 
only 2000 'black slaves” as compared to 6000 "Christian servants” in 
Virginia; but by 1750 there were about 300,000 slaves in British North 
America. By die year of independence the number of slaves in the Ameri- 
can colonies had increased to about 500, 000. 2 In the heyday of the slave 
trade from 40,000 to 100,000 Negroes were taken out of Africa each 

> The magnitude of the trade is suggested hy the statement that the slaves im- 
ported into Jamaica alone between 1702 and 1775 amounted to 497,736. Eliza- 
beth Donnan, Documents Illustrative of the History of the Slave Trade to America, 
II, xl. 

C. M. Andrews, Colonial Self-Government, 290; E. B. Greene, Provincial 
America, 238; W. E. B. Du Bois, Suppression of the African Slave-Trade, chap, i; 
Frederic Bancroft, Slave-Trading in the Old South, 2. 
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5 ear; * and the ultimate toll of the trade upon native African populations 
was of colossal proportions. 

Though clothed with the sanction of go\ eminent and religion, the 
foreign slave trade was an unspeakably brutal affair. Traders established 
stations on the coast; and by a system of barter, native slave-hunters 
would bring the Negroes to the coast in slave caravans through hundreds 
of miles of menacing jungle. Many died on the way from thirst, famine, 
or exhaustion. On arriving at the coast, the Negroes were selected and 
purchased by traders and then subjected to the horrors of the "middle 
passage." Herded like cattle in unsanitary slave ships with insufficient 
room, inadequate ventilation, and scant food and water, great numbers 
of these unfortunates perished miserably in tropical waters before reach- 
ing America. The realities of the middle passage were in fact so revolting 
that a writer of the present day hesitates to give such details to his read- 
ers. In relating the horrors of a single night on a slave ship, an eye-witness 
spoke of “400 wretched beings . . . crammed into a hold 12 yards in 
length . . . and only 3 Vi feet in height." He described "the suffocating 
heat of the hold" which caused a panic among the Negroes in their efforts 
to escape to the upper air; “the smoke of their torment”; and the "Fifty- 
four crushed and mangled corpses lifted up from the slave deck” next 
day. In a period of forty days, 175 slaves died on the ship while many 
others died after being landed. Slaves in passage were branded with the 
hot iron like cattle. They were held in chains and ruled by fear. Beatings 
and cold-blooded murder were among the disciplinary measures employed. 
Where mutiny threatened, a condition of warfare existed on the slaver and 
on one occasion it is recorded that two hundred slaves were shot to pre- 
vent escape. In reporting a series of slave-trading trips, a contemporary 
observer stated that, while four hundred slaves were usually carried, "40 
died on every passage.” 4 Describing the trip of the Dutch ship St. John 
in 1659, Professor Phillips relates that "from one to five died nearly 
every day”; and that from April to October the "slave loss had reached 
no.” Generalizing on the fatalities of the trade. Professor Phillips shows 
that the "mortality on the average ship may be roughly conjectured . . . 
at eight or ten per cent." s Nor did the motive of private gain induce 
slaver captains to take smaller cargoes and avoid the loss of so much 
property. Insurance companies bore part of the loss, and profits were so 
high that heavy risks were cheerfully assumed. 

These barbarities, however, are not to be blamed upon the South. It 
is not sufficient to say that they were the natural accompaniment of 
slavery. It is true that slavery produced the slave trade; but American 
slavery did not necessarily produce the horrors and brutalities of the 

* Du Bois, 5. 

* Blake, History of Slavery and the Slave Trade, 284, 290. 

» Phillips, Am. Negro Slavery, 37—38. 
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trade as actually conducted. While slaver)- existed alike in the North and 
South till the later part of the eighteenth century, American slave-trading 
interests were most extensive in the North; 6 and, as compared to the 
Yankee trade, the institution of Southern slaver)- was mild indeed. 

It is a matter of interest that the United States was the first nation to 
pronounce a condemnation upon the guilty traffic by its law of March 2, 
1807; but in the effective suppression of the trade the efforts of the 
United States lagged far behind those of other nations. In the colonial 
period efforts were made, notably in Virginia, for the prohibition of the 
traffic. Various bills designed to suppress the trade were passed by the 
Virginia House of Burgesses; but these attempts, as well as similar efforts 
of other colonies, were overruled by the King in Council. The King 
through his ministers instructed the royal government of Virginia to give 
"assent to no laws by which the importation of slaves should be in any 
respect prohibited or obstructed.” 7 In writing the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, Jefferson included a stirring passage in which he vigorously 
denounced George III for waging “cruel war against human nature itself, 
violating its most sacred rights ... in the persons of distant people, 
who never offended him, captivating and carrying them into slaver)- in 
another hemisphere, or to incur miserable death in their transportation 
thither.” 8 In deference, however, to certain Southern states which had 
not as yet attempted to suppress the trade and because of the susceptibili- 
ties of "our Northern brethren,” that passage was deleted from the Declara- 
tion as adopted. On attaining independence, Virginia passed a law 
(1778) prohibiting the importation of slaves within her borders, thus 
antedating by three decades the national law on the subject. One by one 
other states followed suit; so that by 1807 the abolition of the foreign 
slave trade had been provided by ever)- state of the Union; though in 
South Carolina the trade had been reopened. 5 In the Constitution of the 

® Some Southerners, however, of excellent social standing, were engaged in 
some manner in the business of importing slaves (Bancroft, Slave-Trading in the 
Old South, 3). Referring to the trade in South Carolina before the Revolution, 
Miss Eluabcth Donnan ( Am . Hist. P.cv., XXXIII, 810) writes: "Of Charleston 
merchants there were few, if any, whose names did not . . . appear affixed to 
notices of negro sales. Before the Revolution at least one hundred firms had offered 
cargoes for sale. . . .” She estimates the total importations into South Carolina for 
the years i753-t773 at 55,538 (I bid., 809, n. 37). 

7 B. B. Mumford, Virginia’s Attitude unvard Slavery and Secession, 17. For 
British official instructions designed to promote the slave trade and to protect the 
rights of the Royal African Company, see L. W. Labarce, Royal Instructions to 
British Colonial Governors, 7670-1776, II, 665 ff. 

* P. L. Ford, ed,. Writings of Thomas Jefferson, II, 52. 

* Between 1787 and 1802 South Carolina had passed a series of acts prohibit- 
ing the slave trade; but in 1803, at a time when the opening up of Louisiana and 
other factors offered " fortunes to planters and Charleston slave-merchants/' the 
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United States it was provided that Congress should not prohibit the trade 
before 1808. As the year 1808 approached. President Jefferson began to 
urge that Congress prepare to exercise the prohibitory power. In his an- 
nual message to Congress in December of 1806 he congratulated his 
fellow citizens "on the approach of the period at which you may interpose 
jour authority constitutionally, to withdraw the citizens of the United 
States from all further participation in those violations of human rights 
which have been so long continued on the unoffending inhabitants of 
Africa.” 10 By an act passed in 1794 Congress had already prohibited 
the carrying on of the slave trade from the United States to any foreign 
country; and now on March 2, 1807, the importation of slaves into the 
United States was prohibited from and after January 1, 1 808. The similar 
act of the British Parliament was dated March 25, 1807. In 1820 the 
importation of slaves was placed by Congress on the same footing as 
piracy and made punishable by death. 

Though these laws commanded the moral support of the American 
people they proved to a large extent ineffective. Importation of slaves 
continued as an illicit traffic, the illegal trade being even worse and more 
brutal than the authorized trade. The suppression of the prohibited 
traffic became an onerous burden upon the Federal government. Large 
sums were appropriated and revenue cutters and cruisers were employed 
to hum down slavers. Negroes were recaptured in considerable numbers 
from bootleg slave ships; and the government was then confronted with 
the problem of their disposition. Since the law forbade their importation 
into the country, it was necessary for the government to feed and care 
for them and provide medical treatment. Government Negro colonies 
were maintained in this country; and the blacks, after being temporarily 
kept in these stations, were transported at public expense to Africa. For 
this purpose the government used a district in Africa which later became 
Liberia, a colony founded as a philanthropic enterprise about 1827. Con- 
troversies with state governments resulted from this activity of the Fed- 
eral government, as for instance when American slaveholders in the 
South were found to be purchasers of imported slaves. Such purchasers 
were liable to a Federal penalty; and the Federal courts were kept busy 
with the prosecution of guilty parties. 

3 

The illicit slave trade continued through the years to the Civil War 
In i860 there was presented to Congress a report covering 648 pages 

prohibition was repealed. W. E. B Du Bois. Suppression of the African Slave-Trade 
to the United States of America, 86, 22p B. 

10 P- L. Ford, ed.. Writings of Thomas Jefferson, VIII, 492. 
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which dealt entirely with this subject. "Almost all the slave expeditions 
for some time past [it was stated] have been fitted out in the United States, 
chiefly at New York.” 1 Large amounts of American capital were involved, 
a fact regarded abroad as an international scandal. England, having 
abolished the trade in her own empire in 1807, became the leader of a 
determined movement in the early decades of the nineteenth century to 
suppress the traffic internationally by means of general conventions and 
specific treaties. Through English efforts a declaration was made by the 
Congress of Vienna that the slave trade was to be abolished. A series of 
bilateral treaties was made between England and various nations, begin- 
ning with the Treaty of Ghent (18x4) in which it was declared that 
"the traffic in slaves is irreconcilable with the principles of humanity and 
justice”; wherefore it was agreed that both contracting parties (England 
and the United States) should use their best endeavors to "promote its 
entire abolition.” Efforts to make this abolition effective became a con- 
stant topic of diplomatic conversation between the United States and 
England in the earlier part of the century. Castlereagh in 1818 urged 
that the United States conclude a treaty to cooperate in the suppression 
of the trade internationally, but was informed that the processes proposed, 
involving the search of mechant vessels by warships in time of peace and 
the extension of Federal judicial power beyond our borders, were "not 
adaptable to the institutions ... of the United States.” 2 

While the controversy dragged on, the flag of the United States was 
used to protect a trade which the United States government had declared 
to be piracy. In many cases the American flag was fraudulently attached 
to non-American ships. A Spanish ship would sail to a Florida port, e.g. 
Key West, bring about a nominal sale to an American owner, and engage 
in the slave trade under American colors; or an American vessel sold in 
Havana would illegally retain its American registry. Since slave-traders 
were pirates, since they were under the ban of both national and inter- 
national law, they had about the same regard for law as pirates; it was 
nothing for them to carry forged American papers or fly die American 
flag fraudulendy. But this is not the whole story: a large number of 
genuine American ships, many of them sailing from New York, engaged 
in the traffic. In the 1840’s the controversy between England and the 
United States touching this subject became acute; and Webster as secre- 
tary of state concluded a treaty with England (1842) by which each na- 
tion agreed to maintain a naval force of not less than eighty' guns on the 
African coast "to enforce separately . . . the laws . . . and obh|a- 
tions of each of the two countries for the suppression of the slave-trade.” 3 

1 House Ex. Doc. No. 7, 36 Cong., 2 sess., 15. 

* V> . C. Eord, cd., Writings of John Quincy Adams, VI, 469—472; see also 
Memoirs of John Quincy Adams, TV, 150— 152. 

* Blake, 303. 
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English and American squadrons were to act independently, cooperating 
by mutual consultation as exigencies might arise. 

The United States, honeier, did not agree to what England was re- 
questing, i.e. the right to stop and search ships which a British captain 
might have reason to believe were illegally flying the American flag and 
using that flag to cover the slave trade. England did not consider the Web- 
ster treaty adequate. Lord John Russell, British Foreign minister, sent to 
the United States a dispatch in i860 in which he complained that 
“United States capital has been more and more employed in this traf- 
fic" and that where vessels sailed under the American flag, no British 
cruiser could touch them. "The master [of the slaver],” said Russell, "often 
taunts the captain of a British cruiser with his impunity [sic] from cap- 
ture.” * 

It will thus be seen that the illicit trade as practiced through the 
ante-bellum period brought many domestic and international embarrass- 
ments. Though, as Professor Phillips says, the “importations [after r 808J 
were never great enough to affect the labor supply in appreciable degree," 
and though, "[so] far as the general economic regime was concerned, the 
foreign slave trade was effectually closed in 1808," 9 yet importations 
into the country were by no means the whole story, and the scandal of 
American capital and American ships being employed in carrying slaves to 
non-American shores, though the United States was solemnly pledged 
to suppress the traffic, continued to and beyond the time of the Civil War. 

4 

Evolving under the social conditions of provincial America, slavery 
took root both North and South. Negroes came first; slavery as an institu- 
tion developed afterward; slave laws came still later. It is often errone- 
ously stated that slavery was introduced in Virginia in 1619. What really 
happened was that to the tiny Jamestown colony there came in 1619 a 
“dutch man of wane [privateer] that sold us twenty Negars.” 1 For some 
decades following this event Negro importations were slight, and those 
who were brought in were employed with white servants. Those first 
Negroes, as Phillips has pointed out, “were not fully slaves in the hands 
of their Virginian buyers, for there was neither law nor custom then es- 
tablishing the institution of slavery in the colony.” 1 After a period of ex- 
perimentation and uncertain control, during which time the Negroes were 
usually called "servants," the legal institution of slavery gradually took 

* House Ex. Doc. No. 7, 3 6 Cong., z sets., p. 3 * 5 >- 

5 Phillips, Am. Negro Slavery, 147-148. 

1 Statement by John Rolfe. See John Smith, Generali Histone of Virginia, 
Arber ed., 541. 

* Phillips, Am. Negro Shivery, 75. 
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shape, the laws being the result of social practice. 1 * 3 4 Ultimately each of the 
American colonies, even the Quaker colony of Pennsylvania, developed 
some form of slave code. 

So harsh do these laws appear on paper that writers who have con- 
fined themselves to a legalistic recital have painted a dismal picture. In- 
deed, it is clear that in the eyes of the law the slave, as Kenneth M. 
Stampp observes, “was less a person than a thing.” “At the heart of every 
code,” Professor Stampp adds, “was the requirement that slaves submit to 
their masters and respect all white men.” The Louisiana code of 1806 
expressed the idea lucidly: "The condition of the slave being merely a 
passive one, his subordination to his master and to all who represent him 
is not susceptible of modification or restriction ... he owes to his 
master, and to all his family, a respect without bounds, and an absolute 
obedience, and he is consequently to execute all the orders which he re- 
ceives from him, his said master, or from them.” Slaves were denied stand- 
ing in court and their testimony was not accepted in opposition to that of 
white witnesses. Certain crimes when committed by slaves were punished 
with a heavier penalty than if committed by whites. There were severe 
restrictions upon leaving the masters’ premises. Slaves were forbidden “to 
beat drums, blow horns, or possess guns; periodically their cabins were 
to be searched for weapons. They were not to administer drugs to whites 
or practice medicine. ... A slave was not to possess liquor, or purchase 
it without a written order from his owner. He was not to trade without a 
permit, or gamble with whites or with other slaves.” * Slaves could not 
form secret societies; they must step off the sidewalk when whites wished 
to pass. Teaching a slave to read or write was forbidden. Slaves were the 
property of their masters; on their part they were not permitted to own 
property without the masters' consent. Though in some of the laws slaves 
were defined as “imported non-Christians,” conversion to Christianity did 
not result in freedom. In general “all persons with a palpable strain of 
negro blood” were “presumed ... to be slaves unless they could prove 
the contrary"; and possession by masters was regarded as "presumptive 
evidence of legal ownership." 0 Marriages among slaves, as well as divorces 
and rematings, required merely the approval of the master and were not 
matters of legal record. For ordinary offenses the master had the power of 
discipline over his slaves; for more serious offenses there were special 
slave courts. On the other hand limits were placed upon the number of 
hours per day that slaves might be forced to work; and owners were re- 
quired to give them adequate care and refrain from mistreatment. 

1 Oscar and Mars* F. Handlin, ” Origins of the Southern Labor System,” 

William and Mary Quart., 3 scr., VII, 199-222 CApril, 1950); Stanley M. Elkins, 

Slavery: A Problem in American Institutional and Intellectual Life, 37-40. 

4 Stampp, The Peculiar Institution, 193, 207—209. 

1 Phillips, Am. Negro Slavery, 499. 
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liberated his two or three hundred at his death in 1857.” 8 The census 
showed 434,000 free Negroes in the United States in 185° and 488,000 
in i860. For the South the total of free Negroes in i860 was 250,000. 
More than half of them were in Virginia and Maryland. In the lower 
South they were not only comparatively few, hut because of increasingly 
stringent Southern regulations designed to check manumission their num 
her tended to increase at a considerably lower rate than that of the whole 
Negro population. 

For reasons of social control the Southern states, while tolerating the 
presence of the free Negro, qualified his status by various restraints. He 
was not commonly a citizen in the South, 9 though he was a state citizen 
in some of the Northern states. He was entitled to trial by jury; yet this 
was small comfort, for verdicts were usually foregone conclusions in com- 
plaints of whites against blacks, and unprejudiced trials were exceptional. 
In Maryland free Negroes if found vagrant could be sold into temporary 
slavery. In Kentucky slaves could be emancipated only on condition of 
being removed from the state; 10 no deed or will of emancipation could 
confer freedom until such removal had been effected. Assemblages of free 
Negroes without white supervision were illegal under prevailing Southern 
laws; and migration from state to state or county to county was prohibited. 
At all times the free Negro was subject to the hazard of kidnapping, to 
arrest as a suspected fugitive, and to ultimate re-enslavement. If seized by 
an official and charged with being a runaway slave he was not permitted 
to testify in his own behalf and was at the mercy of unscrupulous offi- 
cials who were rewarded by fees for his “recapture.” Yet despite these 
hardships many of them grew prosperous, owned considerable property, 
in some cases held slaves of their own, 11 and enjoyed the benefits of 
schools maintained by benevolent whites or by blacks in defiance of law. 

For the status of free Negroes in the lower South the case of Missis- 

8 Phillips, Am. Negro Slavery, 426—427. 

8 This was the general situation; in North Carolina, however, at the time of 
the adoption of the Constitution, free Negroes had the privileges of citizenship. 
J. S. Bassett, "Slavery in the State of North Carolina," Johns Hopkins XJniv. Studies, 
XVII, 354- 

10 Revised Statutes of Ky ., i860, II, 359 if. To illustrate the working of this 
law, it was decreed in a Kentucky court in 1858 that a slave, emancipated by its 
owner's will without financial provision for removal from the state, be hired out 
to provide a sufficient fund for that purpose. Helen T. Catterall, Judicial Cases 
concerning American Slavery and the Negro, I, 431. 

11 "The majority of Negro owners of slaves had some personal interest in their 

property," John Hope Franklin points out. “Frequently the husband purchased Us 
wife or vice versa; or the slaves were the children of a free father who had pur- 
chased Us wife; or they were other relatives or friends who had been rescued . . . 
by some affluent free Negro. There were instances, however, in which free Negroes 
had a real economic interest in . . . slavery and held slaves in order to improve 
their economic status.” Franklin, From Slavery to Freedom, 221. ~ 
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sippi may be taken as an example. Though in Virginia in x 860 there 
were 58*042 free Negroes, and in Maryland 83,942; in Mississippi 
the number was only 773, as compared to 1366 in 1840. Legally all 
colored persons in Mississippi were presumed to be slaves; freedom for 
each individual had to be proved in court. Free blacks in the state faced 
the penalties of vagrancy if found outside their home counties; they 
could not sell goods except in incorporated towns; they were denied such 
employment as keeping houses of entertainment or typesetting. For circu- 
lating incendiary literature among Negroes the penalty was death. Eman- 
cipation was difficult; a special legislative act was necessary, and petitions 
were usually denied. Immigration of free Negroes into the state was pro- 
hibited; and when in 1831 certain citizens petitioned for the removal 
of free Negroes outside the state a law designed partially to effect such 
removal (with colonization in Liberia) was passed. 


5 

When the institution of slavery is examined closely it will be found 
that those features which involved harshness and brutality were in large 
part concerned with three aspects of the subject: (1) the problem of 
slave crimes, with which was associated the question of slave insurrection; 
(2) the problem of the runaway; and (3) the domestic or internal slave 
trade. 

Though the whole history of American slavery exhibits surprisingly 
few instances of slave insurrections in the South, yet the Southerner’s 
fear of possible servile uprisings conditioned his thinking and produced 
harsh social and legal arrangements. The three most important Negro 
plots were the Gabriel revolt in Richmond in 1 800, the Denmark Vesey 
plot in Charleston in 1822, and the Nat Turner insurrection of 1831. 
The Gabriel and Vesey plots, while serious enough, were discovered in 
time to be frustrated; but the Turner conspiracy unfortunately resulted 
in the massacre of nearly sixty whites, most of whom w'ere women and 
children, in Southampton County', Virginia. There were other, lesser plots, 
and down the long decades of slavery Southern whites W'ere constantly 
fearful of further uprisings; but, faced with the overwhelming power 
in the hands of their masters, most discontented Negroes took out their 
ill feelings in malingering, in minor sabotage, in petty' theft, or in running 
away. 

In a study of runaways based upon newspaper files Professor Sydnor 
explains that, among other motives, the Negroes sought to renew family 
ties, to break away from professional traders or new' masters, to escape 
heavy work in the cotton fields, to avoid punishment for misdeeds, or to 
follow the beckonings of apostles of freedom, whether white or black. 
The fugitive usually took nothing with him but the clothes on his back; 
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he ordinarily departed alone, though sometimes groups of four or five are 
mentioned; and he had only the vaguest notion as to n here he would 
go. Dogs were only rarely used in the hunting of Negroes. Though the 
majority of slaveowners, says Sydnor, were "men of conscience,” "there 
were undoubtedly some who were brutal. . . .* He adds that the "large 
majority [of the runaways] were ultimately returned to their . . . 
owners.” * 

The typical slave did not stray from the plantation. In part the prob- 
lem of the runaway was similar to that of the tramp, in part that of the 
unwilling or discontented laborer. It was unusual for a sense of personal 
independence in Negroes to develop to such a point of defiance, not only 
of the master but of society itself, as to induce a bold stroke for freedom. 
Where slaves did break away, planters were much concerned: indeed the 
very essence of slavery demanded severity at this point. Southern states 
had drastic laws for apprehending absconding slaves; and they continu- 
ally made demands For the rigid fulfillment of the Federal duty of re- 
manding to servitude those who escaped from one state to another. Such 
were the abuses connected with the hunting of runaways that the cards 
were usually stacked against the fugitive, as well as against the free Negro 
accused of being a fugitive. Under the Federal fugitive slave law of 1850 
a Negro suspected of escaping bondage had short shrift. Not only Federal 
marshals and their deputies but all good citizens were enjoined to help in 
catching absconders. When arrested a Negro would be taken before a 
Federal court or commissioner; and in the judicial hearing the statement 
of the man claiming ownership, though given in absentia, was taken as 
the main evidence, while the testimony of the alleged fugitive was not 
admitted. 

In dealing with the domestic slave trade, a phase of Southern life 
that has produced a vast literature of denunciation, it is necessary to take 
account of economic pressures. Retardation in the older states coincided 
with phenomenal development in the new cotton states, with the result 
that great numbers of slaves were moved from Virginia and the Caro- 
linas, where they were unprofitable, into Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, 
and Texas, where a rapid increase in the labor supply was demanded in 
order to keep pace with the opening of new lands. The legal prohibition 
of the importation of slaves left only two sources of supply open; bootleg 
importations from abroad, and the domestic trade. Without entering into 
the peipfecVng problems of estimates in a field whose precise totals are 
unavailable, it may be noted that in 1857 a legislative committee in South 
Carolina reported that 234,638 slaves were exported from Maryland, 
Virginia, Kentucky, and the Carolinas during the decade 1 840—1850, and 
that after correcting this estimate because of errors in method Frederic 

1 Charles S. Sydnor, "Pursuing Fugitive Slaves,” So. Atl. Quar., XXVIII, 1 5*- 
164 (April, 1929)' 
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Bancroft concludes that the probable total was approximately 180,000 
for the decade. Bancroft also concludes that in the decade 1850-1860 the 
importations from other states into Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas amounted to 230,335. When it is re- 
membered that at the rate of S800 per slave this involved the enormous 
sum of $184,000,000, it will be seen that winnings in the trading busi- 
ness were more than commensurate with risks and that handsome profits 
were assured. For choice slaves much higher prices were obtained — e.g. 
$1500 for "No. 1 men,” $1325 for "Best grown girls,” and occasionally 
as high as $2500 for slaves of unusual value. So great was the differen- 
tial between the prices paid by traders in obtaining the slaves in the old 
states and the prices received in the newer markets that substantial profits 
remained after deducting transportation costs, maintenance, deprecia- 
tion, and other expenses. A single trading magnate was said to have made 
$500,000 in the business by 1834/ 

That the trade brought hardship to thousands of hapless Negroes is 
not to be denied. Driven along the highways in coffles, marching and 
bivouacking in chains, urged on by whip and pistol, herded in stockades 
or slave pens, tom from their families and sold on the auction block as 
so many cattle, these creatures were snatched from districts where slavery 
was a dying institution, and where their presence might have tended to 
hasten emancipation, into regions where plantations were larger, where 
tasks were heavier, and where their bonds w T ere at once more irksome 
and more permanent. One of the familiar topics of denunciation w'as the 
great activity of slave-traders in the District of Columbia, which caused 
John Randolph in 1816 to inveigh against daily practices "at which the 
despotisms of Europe would be horrorstruck. . . .” 3 It was not that 
the District was the largest trading center; it was rather the most con- 
spicuous and notorious. Among other items of complaint was the use of 
public jails in the nation’s capital for the convenience of traders. 

The low caliber of many of the traders is evidenced by unethical 
practices to which they resorted and by the odium attaching to the trade 
in the Southern mind. Slaves were stolen; criminal slaves were sold on 
false assurances of character; free Negroes were kidnapped. Indeed it has 
been reasonably conjectured that the number of freemen kidnapped and 
subjected to slavery was equal to the number of slaves who escaped bond- 
age. Though, as Bancroft shows, not a few Southerners of social standing 
were engaged in the trade/ yet one finds ample evidence of general dis- 
approbation of the traffic. Said a lawyer in Mississippi: "... I can imag- 
ine a man . . . who would think it . . . right to own [slaves] . . . , 

Frederic Bancroft, Slave-Trading in the Old South, 393—395, 117, 355, 60. 

* Ibid., 46. 

* Ibid., 1, 99, 167-168, 371, 376. 
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and yet , . . abhor ... the speculator and the dealer, and . . . shun 
his society. And I can imagine a community of such men.” 5 By the con- 
stitution of 1832 the importation of slaves into Mississippi from other 
states was prohibited, a prohibition which continued until 1846, when the 
constitution was amended.* The law was never properly enforced, and it 
led to intricate legal suits concerning the validity of promissory notes 
given for slaves illegally imported; but the mere fact that such a prohibi- 
tion could exist in a state like Mississippi in the thirties and forties is a 
significant index of Southern feeling toward the traffic. 

It is not necessary in these pages to enter upon the question of slave 
breeding or rearing for the market, except to say that extravagant aboli- 
tionist statements on this subject are to be read with skepticism. As Avery 
Craven has said: "The size of families and the age at which Negro 
women began bearing children do not seem to have been greatly affected 
by slavery. . . . Negro slaves differed little from the whites in these 
matters. Girls became mothers at about the same age. They bore about 
the same number of children and lost them at about the same fearful 
rate. Negro children, like white ones on Northern farms, were always 
welcome as potential laborers. The slave girl’s value to her master, like 
that of the white girl to her husband, was, in part, measured by her 
capacity for motherhood. She was encouraged to bear children and some- 
times rewarded with a new dress. In the matter of the dress she probably 
had an advantage Over most of her equally fruitful white sisters.” ’ Though 
the legend of "slave-breeding" must be dismissed, there is no denying that 
slave surpluses existed in Virginia and the upper South generally; nor 
must one forget that for many planters in that region "their most profitable 
product was the slave who could be sold.” * 


6 

In its geographical distribution in the South the institution of slavery 
presented many inequalities. There is ere vast areas in which the slaves 
constituted less than one-tenth of the population, while there were other 
regions in which the ratio ran as high as 80 or 90 per cent. The highlands 
of the Appalachian Mountains, stretching southwestward from Pennsyl- 
vania to Alabama, formed a huge contiguous region in which slaveholding 
was rare, the Atlantic seaboard from Maryland to Florida an equally ex- 

5 Green vs. Robinson, 5 Miss. 80, 90. For a scathing denunciation of the trade 
by Robert J. Waller, see Groves et al. vs. Slaughter, l; Peters 448, Appendix 
599—686. ’ 

• Catterall, Jud. Cases, 111 . 277-179. 

t Craven, Coming of the Civil War, 83-84. 

* Dodd, Cotton Kingdom, 9, 
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DISTRIBUTION OF SLAVE POPULATION, 1850 


tensive Tegion in which slavery was a dominant interest. In Virginia the 
slaves were concentrated in the eastern half of the state — i.e. in the region 
east of Lynchburg. In a section near Petersburg the percentage of Negroes 
in the population was 72; near Lexington the proportion was 30 per cent; 
in the mountainous regions the slaves numbered usually no more than 
5 per cent of the population; while in the panhandle (the Wheeling 
region), the number of slaves was virtually reduced to zero. 

In South Carolina physiographical characteristics were similarly re- 
flected in the statistics of slave distribution. In the Charleston region the 
percentage of slaves to the total population was 6 x ; it was as high as 88 
just north of Charleston, but as low as 21 in the hack country. As a whole, 
however, the state of South Carolina presented a fairly continuous region 
of slave concentration. On the Georgia seacoast the percentage was over 
80, while near Atlanta it was 16, and along the Tennessee line it was 2 
or less. In central Alabama the percentage was about 70 near Selma and 
65 near Montgomery, but as low as 4 or 6 per cent in some of the north- 
ern mountainous counties. Records for Mississippi show a belt along the 
Mississippi River in which the percentage of slave population ran as high 
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as 93,* and one finds a fairly large slave population over most of the state; 
but in the northeastern corner the proportion was as low as 1 2 per cent. 
Beyond the Mississippi the state of Louisiana presented considerable areas 
where the slave ratio ran over half the total population; but in Arkansas 
and Missouri such areas were almost unknown. In Texas there were wide 
variations as to slave ratios, the chief concentration being in the lower 
courses of the Colorado River. Slavery would thus appear to be largely a 
matter of geography. Where climate, land, and soil features favored the 
institution by promoting the plantation system, slaves were plentiful; 
whereas in regions of barrenness, aridity, or mountain formations, slaves 
were not only few, but their proportion to the white population was very 
slight. That slavery occupied the best of the South, however, is a fact 
which emerges from a study of these geographical considerations. 

Number of Slaveholders in the United States in 1850 


Holders of 1 slave each 68,820 

2- 4 slaves each 105,683 

5- 9 80,765 

i°- 19 54.595 

20-49 29.733 

50- 99 6,196 

joo-199 1.479 

200—299 187 

300-499 56 

500 or more 11 

Total number of slaveholders 347.525 


The men of the South who had a proprietary interest in slaves con- 
stituted a minority, while those who owned enough Negroes to support 
sizable plantations were confined to a few thousand families. The total 
number of slaveholders in 1850 was only 347,525 out of a total white 
population of about six million in the slaveholding areas.* Half of these 
owned but four slaves or less; holders of more than 50 slaves numbered 
less than 8000, and holders of more than 100 slaves numbered less than 
1800. About five-sevenths of the slaveowners of 1850 were small owners 
in that they owned nine slaves or less. In speaking therefore of the class 
known as "slave magnates,” one is dealing with a group 50 small as to be 
comparable to the millionaires of the following century." These few slave 

• In i860 five-sixths of the plantations of two hundred or more Negroes in 
Mississippi were in the river counties. Charles S. Sydnor, Slavery in ilfsss., ch. viii. 

* H. R. Helper, Impending Crisis, 144, 146. (This statement applies to the 
fifteen slave states and the District of Columbia.) 

» In interpreting these statistics, however, it should he remembered that a slave- 
holder in the census meant usually a slaveholding family and accounted for perhaps 
five persons on the average when one includes simply the members of the owner's 
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Total slaveholders compared with substantial slaveholders, with 
total white population, and with number of white families 
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magnates, however, had an influence far beyond their numbers. It was 
quite generally true among the states of the South that counties in which 
slaveholding predominated had more than a proportionate representation 
in the legislatures. Furthermore, the millions of non-slaveholding whites 
of the South were either indifferent to the institution or tenacious in de- 
fending it. Thought-patterns of the whole section were fixed by the upper 
four hundred; and it may well be questioned whether American social 
history has ever revealed such a concentration of wealth and social power 
in a few hands as existed in the ante-bellum South. Yet it would be irra- 
tional to conclude that such a concentration of wealth and position was 
merely the result of slavery; in large part it may be regarded as an inci- 
dent of large-scale agricultural production. 

7 

On the individual plantation the regime of slavery involved a definite 
system of rules and an orderly regimentation. On the ordinary small 
plantation the owner himself saw to the carrying out of these regulations. 
On larger estates, however, the fulfillment of these rules fell to the over- 
seer, who had general charge under the authority of the planter and 
functioned as a manager or steward of the plantation. Supervising the 
planting, cultivating, and harvesting of the crops, he had to be conversant 
with specialized forms of agriculture and capable of mastering the intri- 
cate details of rice, cotton, or sugar culture. Socially his place was inferior 
to that of the master of the big house. "He might belong to the same 
church with the planter, but he usually preferred some plain form of 
worship, as in the churches of Methodists or Baptists. If the two found 
themselves worshipping in the same place they sat apart. . . ." To the 
slaves the overseer was the “master’s left hand,” the "symbol of slavery." 
Ringing the plantation bell, keeping “his eye fixed on the workers,” "pun- 
ishing] the slothful," he stood "ever in the way of any slave who had lib- 
eral ideas of the comforts of bondage.” “He rarely read a book,” writes 
J. S. Bassett. “[He] looked out on a narrow horizon. . . . His words were 
apt to be severe, his epithets . . . strong, his standards of justice . . . 
crude.’’ 1 


family, and for more if one counts the overseer and his family, together with other 
whites attached to the plantation. Writers sometimes overlook this and make out 
too strong a case in treating the numerical insignificance of Southern slaveholders. 
Further caution in using the census is necessary because the enumeration was taken 
by counties, so that a man with plantations in three counties would figure as three 
slaveholders. The number of holders is thus somewhat inflated and the full size 
of individual holdings not fully revealed. For slaveholding in relation to popula- 
tion, see chart, p. 68. 

* J. S. Bassett, The Southern Plantation Overseer as Revealed in His Let- 
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General matters of labor control were under the overseers, whose 
journals, preserved among voluminous masses of plantation records, re- 
veal the elaborate daily routine of the plantation. Under the overseer 
were placed slave-drivers chosen from among the better trained and more 
responsible slaves. The term “driver" should not be understood as connot- 
ing cruelty; the word merely denoted a position of authority 1 in the main- 
tenance of discipline and in labor management. Under the task system, 
for instance, it was the duty of the slave-driver, acting under the over- 
seer, to give out the day’s tasks to the slaves under his charge, and to be 
responsible for their performance. 

“In food and housing,” Allan Nevins writes, “the slaves fared ill com- 
pared with workmen and farmers of the Northern States, Canada, and 
Britain, but were not perceptibly worse off than common laborers or 
peasants of backward parts of continental Europe.” 2 Cabins in the quar- 
ters were usually of logs; often they were ding)' and windowless; seldom 
were they made of brick and set close to the mansion as at “Monticello”; 
not uncommonly the chimneys were of laths or split sticks, plastered with 
mud. Often the practice of feeding slaves in a common dining room and 
caring for children in a nursery caused the cabins to have less the quality’ 
of homes than of sleeping quarters. Clothing was adequate but cheap; 
both strong boots and lighter ones were provided; sufficient raiment was 
given so that, as Olmsted observed in Virginia, on "Sundays and holidays 
they usually look very smart, but when at work, very ragged and slov- 
enly.” 3 Their work of hoeing, plowing, planting, cultivating, picking, 
ginning, baling, et cetera, was organized by gangs, with set tasks per- 
formed under the drivers’ eyes. Children began as quarter-hands; they 
advanced by stages to full hands; and they were relieved with declining 
strength until in old age field work was over. “Hours of labor were long,” 
Professor Nevins concludes, ‘but not longer than those of the Iowa pio- 
neer, the New York seamstress, or the Pawtucket factory hand.” 4 Work 
generally began at daybreak and usually ended at sundown or shortly 
thereafter; noon rest extended from one to three hours. There were, 
however, many exceptions to this rule. Slaves in the southwest were 
worked harder than those in Virginia; slaves on large plantations were ex- 
ploited more than those on small holdings. The work load depended 
also upon the season. “On the sugar plantations,” Kenneth M. Stampp 
writes, "during the months of the harvest, slaves were driven to the point 
of complete exhaustion.” 5 

On well managed plantations expectant mothers were excused from 
heavy work; Negro midwives presided at birth; after birth the mother 

3 Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, I, 427. 

3 F. L. Olmsted, Cotton Kingdom, I, 105, 

* Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, I, 431. 

1 Stampp, The Peculiar Inttitution, 85. 
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was asked to do little but care for her baby. When ill, slaves were tended 
according to the medical usages of the time, with due regard for Negro 
faith in such "yarbs” as boncset and blackroot, and with due attention 
on the part of plantation physician, nurse, overseer, master, and mistress. 
The maintenance of infirmaries and hospitals for the slaves was not un- 
common. Sometimes the sick were fed from the master’s table. A family 
physician charged a Mississippi master Sxoo for attending a female 
slave. 4 Medical practice, for both whites and blacks, however, was in an 
citrcmch primitive stage, and it was " uncertain that even the most con- 
scientious master would invariably prescribe better remedies than the 
superstitious slave healer.’*' Even more important is the fact that not all 
slave owners were concerned for the health of their slaves and that some 
willfully neglected their Negroes. 

Slavery, Professor Stampp reminds us, "was above all a labor system.” ' 
Concerned with getting the maximum of effort out of their slaves, some 
masters resorted to force and ruthless exploitation. The more humane, 
who were also the more clever, recognized that morale "was no less needed 
than muscle if performance were to be kept above a barely tolerable 
minimum," • and used gifts, bonuses, and rewards as incentives. Others 
tacitlv connived at relaxing the rigors of the black codes by teaching their 
slaves to read and write or by making systematic provision for religious 
worship, sometimes under a white minister, sometimes under a black. A 
handsome Gothic church was supplied on one unusual Mississippi planta- 
tion; and the sum of $1500 a year was spent to support a preacher for 
the master and his slaves.' 0 

That such concessions often alleviated the slave's lot cannot be denied, 
but it must not be forgotten that he remained a chattel, subject to a 
rigorous and often brutal disciplinary system. This is not to argue that 
many slaveholders were sadists who deliberately adopted a policy of 
cruelty; it is rather to recognize “that controlling a gang of field-hands was 
at best a wretched business, and that a certain amount of savagery was 
inevitable." Manuscript plantation records painfully re-enforce contem- 
porary abolitionist charges that slavery meant whippings, brandings, mu- 
tilations, and bloodhound pursuits. “It is a pity,” one sensitive North 
Carolina planter wrote, "that . . . Slavery and Tyranny must go to- 
gether and that there is no such thing as having an obedient and useful 
Slave, without the painful exercise of undue and tyrannical authority." “ 

« Mann vi. Perkins, 9 Miss. 415, 

7 Stampp, 307. 

• ibU., 34. 

• Phillips, life and Labor, (98. 

i» D* Bow's Review, VII, aai. 

»* Stampp, 184, 141. 
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In defending slavery on the economic front the Southerner had many 
arguments ready to hand. The importance of cotton in Southern economy 
was urged and the peculiar adaptation of Negro labor to the planting, 
cultivation, and harvesting of this major crop was stressed. Argument 
then proceeded from premise to conclusion about as follows: cotton is 
of controlling importance; large-scale production is more profitable than 
small-scale effort in cotton growing; such large-scale production is im- 
possible without the Negro, for no other group can match his remarkable 
adaptation to subtropical labor; slavery is the best regime for the man- 
agement of Negroes in large numbers; “the consolidation of domestic es- 
tablishments, which slavery promotes, permits . . . economy in the 
purchase of supplies . . . [and] specialization of labor;” 1 hence slavery 
is indispensable for the maintenance of the whole Southern economic 
structure. Furthermore it was urged that slavery’ elevated the white 
master, making him proud of his race and tenacious of his liberty, and 
that it had an ennobling effect upon woman. Poverty, it was pointed out, 
was not only less prevalent under slavery than in Northern states, hut 
where present it constituted less of a stigma; for race, not money, con- 
ferred honor. The bitter struggles between labor and capital as found in 
“free” industrial communities were contrasted with the spirit of kindness 
and cooperation between the Southern planter and his laborers, where 
the prosperity of the master constituted the happiness of the slave. 

On the other hand, critics of slavery declared that it brought many 
economic evils in its train. Slaves were costly and land cheap; hence, 
said the critics, lands were exploited, soil exhausted, and new lands 
quickly taken up. There were sad predictions as to what would happen 
when new land was no longer available and when therefore the Southern 
plantation system should he forced back upon itself and confronted with 
the difficult problems of replenishment, of conservation, and of wringing 
profits out of older lands. Since slaves could cultivate more than they 
could harvest it was urged that the Southern planter was faced with the 
dilemma of planting less than his land and slaves could produce and 
raise, or of losing part of his crop at harvest time. This difficulty was only 
partially overcome by hiring additional hands for the stress of the harvest 


A tendency for Southern capital to he absorbed in slaves and ever 
more slaves was pointed out as one of the evils inherent in the institu- 
tion. In free communities, it was said, capita] becomes embodied in soil 
development, in shops, buildings, and the manifold equipment of indus- 
Fc—rr.d rephrased in Pmiups, .Vs. Negro Slrrer?-, 352. 
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In defending slavery on the economic front the Southerner had many 
arguments ready to hand. The importance of cotton in Southern economy 
was urged and the peculiar adaptation of Negro labor to the planting, 
cultivation, and harvesting of this major crop was stressed. Argument 
then proceeded from premise to conclusion about as follows: cotton is 
of controlling importance; large-scale production is more profitable than 
small-scale effort in cotton growing; such large-scale production is im- 
possible without the Negro, for no other group can match his remarkable 
adaptation to subtropical labor; slavery is the best regime for the man- 
agement of Negroes in large numbers; “the consolidation of domestic es- 
tablishments, which slaver}' promotes, permits . . . economy in the 
purchase of supplies . . . [and] specialization of labor;” 1 hence slavery 
is indispensable for the maintenance of the whole Southern economic 
structure. Furthermore it was urged that slavery elevated the white 
master, making him proud of his race and tenacious of his liberty, and 
that it had an ennobling effect upon woman. Poverty, it was pointed out, 
was not only less prevalent under slavery than in Northern states, but 
where present it constituted less of a stigma; for race, not money, con- 
ferred honor. The bitter struggles between labor and capital as found in 
"free” industrial communities were contrasted with the spirit of kindness 
and cooperation between the Southern planter and his laborers, where 
the prosperity of the master constituted the happiness of the slave. 

On the other hand, critics of slavery declared that it brought many 
economic evils in its train. Slaves were costly and land cheap; hence, 
said the critics, lands were exploited, soil exhausted, and new lands 
quickly taken up. There were sad predictions as to what would happen 
when new land was no longer available and when therefore the Southern 
plantation system should be forced back upon itself and confronted with 
the difficult problems of replenishment, of conservation, and of wringing 
profits out of older lands. Since slaves could cultivate more than they 
could harvest it was urged that the Southern planter was faced with the 
dilemma of planting less than his land and slaves could produce and 
raise, or of losing part of his crop at harvest time. This difficulty was only 
partially overcome by hiring additional hands for the stress of the harvest 
season. 

A tendency for Southern capital to be absorbed in slaves and ever 
more slaves was pointed out as one of the evils inherent in the institu- 
tion. In free communities, it was said, capital becomes embodied in soil 
development, in shops, buildings, and the manifold equipment of indus- 

1 Edmund Ruffin, paraphrased in Phillips, Am. Negro Slavery, 352. 
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terest upon the planters' investment in slaves is to be classified as a cost 
of doing business or as a part of profits; * if it is properly the former, few 
plantations made a profit, but if it is the latter a great many produced 
reasonable incomes. In all his calculations the historian must recognize 
that he is dealing with fictitious, if useful, concepts; there never was an 
average planter or an average year, but, instead, "there were enormous 
variations in the returns upon investments in slave labor from master to 
master and from year to year.” 5 Finally, an effort must be made to dis- 
tinguish between the effects of slaver)' upon the South and those which 
were the result of large-scale agriculture and to take into account the 
many economic difficulties inherent in agricultural pursuits.® 

In view of these difficulties, any conclusions must be made with 
great caution, yet a few generalizations can be hazarded. No modem 
writer believes that slavery was economically beneficial to the Negro; few 
argue that it was beneficial to the nonslaveholding white; almost no one 
maintains that it benefited the section as a whole. Even those who hold 
that slavery was generally profitable to the planters admit that, from the 
point of view of agricultural income, it was “unprofitable in regions in 
the wake of expansion,” such as the worn-out tobacco fields of Virginia 
or the exhausted cotton plantations of South Carolina. 7 Virtually all 
writers, on the other hand, agree that during the 1850’s, a period of ex- 
ceptional prosperity, slave plantations in the newly developed lands along 
the Gulf brought in sizable profits. 6 

Attempting to reconcile these contradictions, two economists, Al- 
fred H. Conrad and John R. Meyer, have produced wdiat is perhaps the 
most satisfactory’ statement about the profitability’ of slavery’. They argue 
that the ante-bellum South had not one but two productive functions. 
The role of the lower South was the production of staples, chiefly cotton; 
that of the upper South was the production of “slaves, exporting the in- 
crease to the staple-crop areas.” If these two regions of the South are 
considered as an economic unit, they argue, "Slavery was profitable to the 
whole South, the continuing demand for labor in the Cotton Belt insur- 

* Thomas P. Govan, “Was Plantation Slavery Profitable?” VIII, 513- 

535 (Nov., 1942). 

1 Stampp, 390- 

K Robert R* Russel concludes: M . . . the importance of Negro slavery as a 
factor determining . . . the economic development of the South has been greatly 
overestimated. . . . compared with such great economic factors as climate, topog- 
raphy, natural resources, location with respect to the North and to Europe, means 
of transportation, and character of the white population, Negro slavery was of 
lesser consequence in determining the general course of Southern economic devel- 
opment.” Russel, ‘"Hie General Effects of Slavery upon Southern Economic Prog- 
ress," IV, 53-54 (Feb., 1938). 

7 L. C. Gray, History of Agriculture in the Southern United Steles, I, 478. 
But cf. Stampp, 410— 411. 

• Ncvins, Ordeal of the Union, I, 467-469. 
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ing returns to the breeding operation on the less productive land in the 
seaboard and border states. The breeding returns were necessary, how- 
ever, to make the plantation operations on the poorer lands as profitable as 
alternathe contemporary activities in the United States." * 

If it can be accepted that slavery, in this limited sense, was profitable, 
the historian inevitably speculates upon the future of the institution. 
There appear to be no valid economic reasons for believing that the insti- 
tution was about to die out. Though there was an increasing amount of 
antislavery feeling in the upper South, Allan Neons writes, “No- 
where . . . did the emancipationist cause make verifiable and encourag- 
ing progress in the slavcholding area between 1840 and i860"; 10 the 
slave trade, so necessary for sustaining the economy of that region, kept 
it firmly aligned with the cotton kingdom. There is some justification for 
believing that slavery had to expand, as inefficient methods of tillage 
used up the soil, and Professor Charles W. Ramsdell, pointing to the 
fact that there were no lands beyond Texas which were suitable for slave 
cultivation, maintained that the institution had by i860 reached its 
natural limits. 11 But since there were vast areas of unexploited land 
within the South, there is no good reason to believe that self-strangula- 
tion was approaching. Indeed, when one reads that the amount of im- 
proved land in farms increased 61.5 per cent in the South Atlantic 
states between 1850 and 1910, 191.0 per cent in the East South Cen- 
tral states, and 1832.1 per cent in the West South Central states during 
the same period, he is obliged to conclude, with L. C. Gray, that "the 
lower South in i860 contained land enough to admit of an increase of 
slave population for many decades.” 11 

It is possible, of course, that the slave system might ultimately have 
been transformed through other economic processes. There were in i860 
about 400,000 slaves living in Southern cities and there were many ad- 
ditional thousands who were hired out by their owners. These Negroes 
"worked in sawmills, gristmills, quarries, and fisheries. They mined gold in 
North Carolina, coal and salt in Virginia, iron in Kentucky and Tennes- 
see, and lead in Missouri. On river boats they were used as deck hands 
and firemen. Other slaves were employed in the construction and main- 
tenance of internal improvements. . . . Town slaves worked in cotton 
presses, tanneries, shipyards, bakehouses, and laundries, as dock laborers 
and stevedores, and as clerks in stores.” There were skilled slave artisans, 
“such as barbers, blacksmiths, cabinet makers, and shoemakers.” A num- 

» Conrad and Meyer, "The Economics of Slavery in the Ante Bellum South,” 
Jour, of Political Economy, LXVI, 97, m (April, 1958). 

10 Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, I, 506. 

“ Ramsdell, 'The Natural Limits of Slavery Expansion," M.V.H.R., XVI, 151- 
171 (Sept, 1929)- 

11 Cray, Hi story of Agriculture in the Southern United States, H, 641-642. 
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ber of Southern factories employed slaves. “From its earliest beginnings 
the southern iron industry depended upon skilled and unskilled slaves. 

So did the “ropewalks” of Kentucky. After a strike by white workers in 
1847 the famour Tredegar Iron Company of Richmond used "almost ex- 
clusively slave labor except as the Boss men.” 13 Slaves also worked in 
some Southern textile mills. “The Saluda textile factory in South Caro- 
lina at one time employed ninety-eight slave operatives,” and there were 
others “in the textile mills of Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and 
Georgia.” 14 

By the nature of their employments and the conditions of their serv- 
ice, as Richard B. Morris has pointed out, these urban and industrial 
slaves were a step removed from plantation servitude. Escaping the worst 
severities of its discipline, many of them were, despite numerous legal 
restrictions, "permitted to hold property, receive wages, make contracts, 
and assume supervisory responsibilities”; in addition, they possessed 
“some measure of mobility and occasionally a limited choice as to masters 
and occupations.” “In industry slaves were customarily reimbursed for 
services performed beyond an accepted minimum,” Professor Morris con- 
tinues. “. . . slaves hired to others occasionally received directly a por- 
tion of the hiring wages. . . . Masters were often reluctant to force 
slaves to work as hirelings in occupations they disliked or for masters 
whom they found uncongenial.” An increasing number of slaves were 
permitted to hire their own time — i.e., to work at whatever employment 
they pleased, paying their masters an annual rental. Such "nominal 
slaves ” were able "to control their earnings, separate property, or occupa- 
tional choices.” 

Lest one hastily decide that Southern slavery was tending toward at 
least quasi-freedom for the Negro, Professor Morris warns that the sys- 
tem gave these urban slaves no guarantees for "the physical security of the 
person, the right to a normal family life, and to freedom from arbitrary 
government"; even their limited economic freedom was at the pleasure 
of their masters. Moreover, the "trend toward upgrading slaves into a 
shadowland of quasi-freedom was actually offset by the deteriorating 
status of the free Negro,” who "appears to have retrograded to a state of 
servitude or quasi-slavery.” 15 That slavery was slowly changing can be 
admitted; that it was on the verge of transforming itself into freedom 
must be doubted. 

In the ultimate analysis the attitude of the Southern people toward 
their peculiar institution” was not determined by such economic forces. 
Slavery was for them part of a way of life; they saw it recognized all 

15 Stampp, 61—65. 

14 3 - H. Franklin, From Slavery to Freedom, 196. 

” Morris, "The Measure of Bondage in the Slave States,” M.V.H.R., XLI, 230- 
13 *. 133-134, 138-239 CSept., 1954). 
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around them; they took it as a matter of course. It is not merely that the 
institution was defended economically; for as F. L. Olmsted has shown, 
"the vitality of slavery need be nowhere dependent on its mere economy 
as a labor system.” 11 The sense of social stability, involving dislike of in- 
novation and pride in the distinctiveness of Southern life, operated as a 
powerful determining force; and no argument was more potent than the 
question: What would happen if these millions of Negroes were to be 
turned loose upon society? Fearful Southerners, who like most Ameri- 
cans of the age thought that the Negro was innately inferior and inca- 
pable of genuine civilization, believed that beyond the problem of slavery 
lay “that of permanent race-adjustment,” which “the abolition of slavery 
would only present ... in a starker form.” 1T Thus slavery as a matter 
of social control was always the vital consideration. The Negroes were in 
their midst. They had to be looked after; and any scheme of absolute and 
complete emancipation would involve such a departure in social structure 
as few statesmen of the time could envisage. Abolition according to the 
simple dicta of the Garrisons and Phillipses of the North was to the 
Southerner quite out of the question. It was contrary to the Southerner’s 
sense of justice to consider emancipation without compensation to the 
owners. Even Lincoln in the midst of the Civil War, as well as at the end 
of the struggle, declared his conviction that any permanent emancipation 
scheme must involve compensation to slaveholders; and the burdens of 
such compensation, together with untold social difficulties that would 
emerge from any abolition program, could not be endured by the Southern 
ante-bellum mind. Through all his thinking on the subject the Southerner 
was conscious that slavery was, at any rate, his own problem. Outside 
advice, especially of the holier-than-thou variety, was resented. Above 
all he asked to be let alone. 

i« Broad us Mitchell, Frederick Lose Olmsted, 74. 

11 Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, I, ix. 
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In addition to this monopoly of the foreign export business, the almost 
complete control of banking in the North worked a hardship on the 
South; and heavy tribute was paid to Yankee shipping interests which 
enjoyed the greater share of the ocean carrying trade of the country. 
Southerners were therefore saying: We must free ourselves from this 
economic subservience. Manufacturing, banking, and international trade 
must be brought into Southern hands. New Orleans must supersede New 
York as the business hub of the nation. Look to the tariff! While the 
South has lacked the majority to determine the incidence of this un- 
equal tax, yet her shoulders must bear the burden. Through the opera- 
tion of unequal navigation laws passed by the Federal Congress, feudal 
palaces rise throughout New England and fleets of merchantmen crowd 
its ports. Let the South but assume her stand among the nations, and 
these palaces and fleets will vanish, and the seats of economic domina- 
tion wi be transferred to the harbors of the Chesapeake, to Charleston, 
Savannah, Mobile, or New Orleans. Great European liners will establish 
regu ar connection between Europe and the South, instead of having 
Boston, New York, or Philadelphia as the termini of the Atlantic lines. 
f n commerce and fi nance . as in literature, so the argument ran, we 
t the South have been hewers of wood and drawers of water for those 
who fatten on our prosperity while they rejoice at our misfortune. Un- 

Wh busl " ess “ ndltl0ns in Northern centers produce a "panic,” and the 
South must suffer not for any fault of its own, but because of its eco- 
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bond, [and] high tariffs for industries,” Northern businessmen com- 
plained that the backward, agrarian, feudalists South dominated the 
national government. Southern votes had been chiefly responsible for the 
low Walker tariff of 1846, and Southern votes would back the still lower 
tariff of 1857, which greatly reduced rates and expanded the free list. 
In the days of Jackson and Van Buren it had been Southern votes which 
helped destroy the second Bank of the United States, thereby depriving 
the nation of central financial direction. Southern Congressmen defeated 
or retarded necessary appropriations for internal improvements. Southern 
jealousy held up federal assistance for the construction of a transconti- 
nental railroad linking Chicago or St. Louis with the Pacific coast. South- 
ern Congressmen repeatedly helped defeat homestead legislation which 
would hate encouraged free-soil settlement of the national territories. To 
many irate Northern capitalists the South appeared to require that “the 
federal government was to do nothing for business enterprise while the 
planting interest was to be assured the possession of enough political 
power to guarantee it against the reenactment of the Hamilton-Webster 
program." * 

These opposite economic arguments furnished agitators on each side 
abundant ammunition for rhetorical exercises in reciprocal denuncia- 
tion. When submitted to scientific anal) sis, such arguments will be found 
to consist partly of solid truth and partly of fallacy. It was true that the 
South had an essentially colonial economy, from which heavy profits 
were drained off by Northern middlemen. It was also true that Southern 
political power, disproportionate to the section’s economic strength, 
helped retard measures which Northern capitalists desired. Yet the South- 
erner usually erred in refusing to admit that the North was making a 
major contribution to the Southern economy, while the Northerner often 
failed to see how much of his profits depended upon the Southern trade. 
Those Southerners who demanded separation for economic reasons were 
not thinking sufficiently in terms of mutual dependence. Even if separa- 
tion should come, yet physically, as Lincoln said, the sections could not 
separate: they would have to go on living side by side; and the many 
elements of economic interdependence would continue to operate. 

Parallel with economic discontent there stood the slavery issue. 
Viewed in its manifold aspects, the subject of American slavery com- 
prised, of course, a whole bundle of questions. Should slavery continue 
to exist on American soil? Should the United States in its international 
dealing continue to assume the attitude of a proslavery power? Should 
steps be taken toward cooperation with England in her efforts to stamp 
out international trade in human beings? What possibilities lay in the 
various projects for colonization? Were Negroes fitted to labor on planta- 

s Charles A. and Mary R. Beard, The Rise of American Civilization, I, 664- 
66 ;; II, 29- 
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tions as freemen for wages? Was slavery economically sound, or was it a 
drag upon agricultural and industrial progress in the South? What changes 
in domestic economy, in the social order, and in the political regime were 
likely if emancipation should be undertaken? Must the South always be a 
unit for slavery? If certain states found the institution unprofitable and 
wished to enter upon the adventure of emancipation, were they to be 
deterred by broad sentiments of the South as a section? Were not the 
Southern whites as well as the Negroes enslaved? Were they not bound 
to a rigid, unalterable social and economic order by chains of custom? 
Did not many individual planters feel that they were involved in a regime 
which they could not control, but which required them to carry on, more 
for the sake of their slaves than for their own welfare? 

These larger phases of the slaver)' question, however, seemed to re- 
cede as the controversies of the fifties developed; for while the struggle 
sharpened, it also narrowed. As political conflicts between North and 
South unfolded, the attention of the country as a whole (as distinguished 
from certain crusading groups) became diverted from the fundamentals 
of slavery in its moral, economic, and social aspects; and the thought of 
the nation politically became concentrated upon the collateral problem 
as to what Congress should do with respect to slavery in the territories. 
Though the whole intricate complex of sectionalism must be taken into 
account, it was this narrow phase of the slavery question which became, 
or seemed, central in the succession of political events which actually 
produced the Civil War. 


2 

With materia of conflict ready to hand, it came about that a variety 
of disturbing circumstances produced in 1850 a sharp sectional crisis. 
The restless forties had been a period of notable expansion. Texas, Ore- 
gon, Utah, California — these words of thrilling import connote great epi- 
sodes in the epic of western development which had wrought a new 
orientation in the American outlook and a new sense of national impor- 
tance. Exuberant slogans and shibboleths ("Remember the Alamo,” "Fifty- 
four forty or fight ) brought war in Texas and sententious braggadocio as 
to Oregon. The repetition of such phrases as the “star of empire” and 
manifest destiny showed the impatient stirrings of a nationalistic spirit. 
Wlmt was called the Far West in 1840 had been but a vast expanse of 
unsettled country traversed by herds of buffalo, lightly peopled by a 
sparse Indian population, and known to only a handful of white traders 
and trappers. There were no roads worthy of the name; the aridity of the 
land presented unfamiliar problems to men of the humid East; there was 
great hazard where crude trails forded rivers or crossed mountain and 
desert. In the Southwest Sam Houston by 1836 had won a quick decision 
for independence as leader of American settlers in Texas; and by 1845 
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the force of expansion, aided and regularized by the American procedure 
of state making and state admission, bad brought the great new common- 
wealth into the Union. In the far Northwest war had seemed to threaten 
with England; but Polk, once he was elected, forgot the excesses of cam- 
paign excitement and concluded a judicious treaty by which the Oregon 
claims were compromised on the line of the forty-ninth parallel. A curious 
migration had brought the nation of Mormons, fifteen thousand strong, 
to the shores of Salt Lake by June, 1848. In January of the same year the 
precious metal had been found on Sutter’s ranch, and greedy humanity 
responded to the call of gold. By the close of the year 1849 California had 
a population of approximately ioo.ooo . 1 

Through the doings of such men as Larkin and Frdmont — Larkin 
the American consul at Monterey and Fremont the "Pathfinder” — events 
had moved rapidly toward making California an independent state with 
a prospect of annexation to the United States; while the war with Mexico 
came just in time to furnish the occasion for American naval "assistance” 
under Sloat and Stockton. With superlative vigor and state pride, com- 
parable to that of Texas, Californians had set up impromptu local gov- 
ernments; they had managed the transition from the Mexican to the 
American legal regime; by extra-legal measures their vigilance committees 
had suppressed crime and instituted peace and order; and by September, 
1849, they had perfected that ultimate device of American state making 
— a constitution — and were knocking for admission as a free state into 
the Union. Meanwhile, the Mexican War haring been waged, the Treaty 
of Guadalupe Hidalgo bad clinched the American claim to the Rio 
Grande boundary of Texas and had transferred to the United States a 
vast new territory which (in terms of later state names) was to comprise 
California, Utah, Nevada, large parts of Arizona and New Mexico, and 
portions of Colorado and Wyoming. 

While the nation was accustoming itself to the new territorial horizon, 
an ominous flare-up of the slavery controversy caused thoughtful men to 
question whether the whole fabric of the republic was not to be shattered 
and whether there was to be one nation, or two, or several. Along with 
idealistic or partisan protests against the Mexican War as a "war of con- 
quest,” there had come loud complaints that it was a war of slavery ex- 
pansion; and the "Wilmot proviso” had presented to the statesmen of the 
period the challenging problem of somehow quieting extremists on both 
sides, protecting Southern "rights,” preventing war, and preserving a 
threatened Union. This proviso, which declared that slavery was to be 
prohibited in the whole of the territory to be acquired from Mexico, 
passed the House of Representatives, thus indicating the readiness of the 
lower house to approve a program which the South deemed intolerable; 

1 Various statistical estimates are given in Charming, Hist, of the U. $., 
VI, 43 n. 
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and it was only prevented from becoming law by the failure of the Senate 
to act. Again and again the doctrine of the proviso re-emerged. 2 * * * * * In 1 849 
the House voted to organize the territories of New Mexico and California 
on the Wilmot basis; and once more the restraining action of the Senate 
prevented the proviso from becoming law. 

Meanwhile reaction from abolition attacks and a sense of outraged 
justice concerning the threatened exclusion of Southern "property” from 
the national territory combined to cause many Southerners to question 
the continuing value of the Union. To put the matter succinctly, it was 
becoming evident that the South would secede rather than submit to the 
Wilmot proviso. South Carolina was rightly the center of the drive for 
Southernism in 1850, but it was considered politic to have the movement 
apparently initiated elsewhere, and through the efforts of Calhoun a con- 
vention in Mississippi was induced to propose an all-Southern convention 
to be held at Nashville. Its purpose, the moderates said, was to consider 
what action should be taken in case essential Southern measures should 
fail in Congress; to the extremists the purpose was to strike at once for 
Southern independence regardless of Congress. Within South Carolina a 
struggle was being fought out between men who, like Robert Barnwell 
Rhett, favored secession by the state, and "cooperationists” such as Lang- 
don Chcves, A. P. Butler, and R. W. Barnwell, who favored such secession 
undertakings as would move side by side with similar efforts in other states 
of the South. As for Unionism in South Carolina, it was at this time 
scarcely articulate; such men as J. L. Pettigru and Joel R. Poinsett, who 
were squarely against secession whether by "cooperation” or not, were 
already outside the main current of political agitation. The vital question 
in South Carolina in 1850 was not "Shall we secede?” but “Shall we 
secede independentlyS" 8 Though the aggressive tendency was less mani- 
fest in other states, mass meetings -were being held in various parts of 
the South, and the Southern ear was becoming accustomed to the language 
of disunion. 

Not the least disturbing factor in 1850 was the prospect that the 

2 The actual authorship of the proviso has sometimes been erroneously attrib- 
uted to Jacob Brinkerhoff of Ohio; but Charles B. Going in his competent biog- 
raphy of Wilmot has shown that both its authorship and the initiative back of it 
were Wilmot’s. It has been maintained by E. E. Stenberg (Miss. Vail. Hist. Rev., 
^ V 1 1 1 , 535—541) that Wilmot, though an administration Democrat and even a 

pro-Southern ' man, had lost strength in protectionist Pennsylvania by his vote 
for the Walker tariff of 1846, and that in his proviso he sought to improve his posi- 
tion by means of antislavery support. But Avery Craven (The Coming of the Civil 

War, ZZ4— ZZ5) shows that the proviso “did not, according to the local newspapers, 

add one vote to Wilmot’s strength and declares: “The general political disruption 

of the period suggests a better key to Wilmot’s motives.” 

1 N. W. Stephenson, "Southern Nationalism in South Carolina in r85r,” Am. 

Hist. Rer., XXXVI, 3Z4-335. 
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exact numerical balance of free and slave states was about to be upset. 
In 1812 there were nine slave and nine free states. As the years passed, 
the admission of six more states in the North had been balanced, state by 
state, with six in the South; 4 so that in 1850 there were fifteen states 
on each side of the line. With the probable admission of California, how- 
ever, the free states would have a majority; and the South saw no clear 
prospect of restoring the balance. Indeed the prospect was not only that 
the number of free states would increase, but that they would continually 
gain in population as compared with the South and thus Cso it was feared) 
reduce that section to a position of distinct inferiority in the national 
Congress. If, in addition to this disturbing of the “balance,” the Wilmot 
proviso should be made to apply to all future territory, thus shutting off 
the hope of admitting so much as a single additional slave state, the 
South would become "swallowed up,” the maintenance of Southern 
"rights” in the Union would become hopeless, and disunion would offer 
the only hope of preserving a distinctly Southern culture. Such was the 
thought of many Southerners; and the transition from thought to action 
was an easy step. 

3 

With Southern separatism passing ominously from propaganda to 
programs, and with Northern extremists promoting measures of disunion, 
a troubled and divided Congress assembled (December, 1849) in one of 
the most stormy of its sessions Such was the intensity of sectional feeling 
that for seventeen days the House could not choose a speaker; it was not 
until the sixty-third ballot that the deadlock between Robert C. Winthrop 
of Massachusetts and Howell Cobb of Georgia ended with the choice of 
Cobb by a plurality. The readiness to use intemperate language was il- 
lustrated by a species of Cock-6ght between R. K. Meade of Virginia and 
William Duet of New York. "If these outrages ate to be committed upon 
my people,” said Meade, "I trust ... my eyes have rested upon the last 
speaker of the House of Representatives.” On his words being challenged 
by Duer, a duel between the two was narrowly averted. Speaking of a 
piece of legislation objectionable to the South, Toombs of Georgia said: 
"If it should pass, I am for disunion”; upon which his colleague Alexan- 
der H. Stephens cried: "Every word of my colleague meets my hearty 
approval.” If slavery should he excluded from the territories, Colcock of 
South Carolina asserted that he would offer a resolution declaring that 
this Union ought to be dissolved. 

With such disruptive elements at work, it took real statesmanship to 

4 The Northern states added since 18*2 were Indiana (1816), Illinois 
(1818), Maine (1820), Michigan (1837), Iowa (1846), and Wisconsin (1848). 
Those of the South were Mississippi (1817), Alabama (l8ig), Missouri (1820), 
Arkansas (1836), Texas (1845), and Florida (1845). 
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prevent an open break in 1850. Henry Clay had thought the matter 
through and was ready with a series of formulas by which he hoped that 
the ghost of disunion could be laid. The plan was: Let California come 
in as a free state; pass a severe fugitive slave law to please the South; 
organize the new territories of the Southwest without the Wilmot pro- 
viso; abolish the slave trade in the District of Columbia; give compensa- 
tion to Texas for territory added to New Mexico. That Clay should have 
full credit for these compromise measures is, perhaps, unfair. His plan 
was not original; “he merely took over the various bills and resolutions 
then pending in Congress, revised them, made them his own, and pre- 
sented them in one grand compilation.” 1 Furthermore, Clay is not en- 
titled to the principal credit for the adoption, iri essential outlines, of his 
program. After a valiant attempt to secure the enactment of his “omni- 
bus" bill, the old Whig leader, in failing health, was obliged to retreat to 
Newport in order to escape the torrid Washington summer, and the 
actual leadership of the compromise forces fell to Stephen A. Douglas. As 
Jefferson Davis rightly remarked at the conclusion of the protracted Con- 
gressional contest: “If any man has a right to be proud of the success of 
these measures, it is the Senator from Illinois.” 2 At the same time one 
must be careful not to underestimate the importance of Clay’s personal 
influence and prestige, both North and South, and of his concrete efforts 
toward practical legislation. 

For ten weeks the great compromise was debated in an atmosphere of 
apprehension for the very life of the nation. Early in February Clay took 
the floor in favor of his resolutions. He urged that there was no need of 
the Wilmot proviso because slavery would not go into the new territories 
in any case. The North could concede what the South asked — laws favor- 
able to slavery in the territories — without loss of any substantial interest. 
This being so, there was no need in the South for disunion. As the debate 
proceeded, all the leaders, great and small, took part. None was more 
gloomily impressive than Calhoun. On the verge of the grave, too weak to 
read his speech, he was yet able to attend the session of the Senate and 
have his words read by Senator James M. Mason of Virginia. His key- 
note was a lament over the growth of disunion sentiment and a feeling 
that to a large extent disunion had already been consummated, as shown 
by divisions in the churches. This disruptive tendency he attributed to 
the deplorable change in the nature of the general government, which 
had lost its original character as a federal republic and had taken on the 
nature of a consolidated democracy. He spoke of the development of 

1 George D. Harmon, "Douglas and the Compromise o£ 1850,” Journal, 111 . St. 
Hist. Soc., XXI, 464 (Jan., 1929). 

Quoted in Holman Hamilton, “Democratic Senate Leadership and the Com- 
promise of 1850,“ M.V.HJL, XLI, 415 (Dec., 1954). 
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abolitionism as a serious menace to the South and urged that if the 
Union was to be saved the causes of Southern discontent must be removed. 

Both sides in the debate were deploring sectionalism, which nearly 
every speaker was doing his bit to intensify by blaming the opposite sec- 
tion for the trouble. There were, however, some notable exceptions to 
this generalization: two outstanding Northerners, Douglas and Webster, 
were speaking for an understanding of Southern interests and denounc- 
ing the excesses of their own sections. Daniel Webster was now sixty-nine 
years of age, and his speech in this debate was the last great effort of his 
life. With galleries packed, and with a crowded Senate chamber breath- 
less as he arose, he struck the note of conciliation in his first sentence: as 
his arguments unfolded, the thought of restraining the North and offer- 
ing the olive branch to the South became evident as his dominant motive. 
Not "as a Massachusetts man, nor as a Northern man, but as an American,” 
he spoke as one who had a part to play, a duty to fulfill, and that for the 
preservation of the Union.* He did not taunt the South with slavery, but 
treated it as a problem that faced both North and South, a problem to he 
solved not by recrimination and agitation, but by conciliation. Referring 
with sympathy to Southern grievances, he deplored the growth of agita- 
tion societies and expressed deep regret for journalistic violence in both 
sections, as well as for intemperate speeches in Congress, speeches so vio- 
lent that he considered the vernacular tongue in danger of being cor- 
rupted by the style of congressional oratory. As to California and New 
Mexico, he held slavery to be excluded by the 'law of nature"; he saw 
no reason to "reenact the law of God." Peaceable secession he declared to 
be unthinkable. "Why, sir," he said, "our ancestors . . . would . . . 
reproach us; and our children and grandchildren would cry out shame 
upon us, if we of this generation should dishonor these ensigns of the 
power of the Government and the harmony of the Union. . . ." It was 
soon seen at what personal cost Webster had dared to restrain the ex- 
tremists among his own people when the antislavery poet Whittier 
scourged him with the scathing lines of "Ichabod." Though Whittier later 
regretted the severity of his awful lines, his denunciation of Webster 
stands as a fit example of the abolitionist attitude toward efforts that 
looked to moderation and conciliation. 

Jefferson Davis spoke of disunion as inevitable if the balance of 
power between North and South should be destroyed. Yet he said of the 

* At the same time Webster and his backers did hare a secondary, more in- 
terested motive. As the Boston Advertiser explained: "It is thought that the pas- 
sage of the Fugitive Slave Bill should place the South in a humor to favor some 
modification of the tariff, for the benefit of those Northern men who have jeop- 
arded their political standing for conciliation.” David D. Van Tassel, "Gentlemen of 
Property and Standing,” New England Quarterly, XXIII, 319 (Sept., rpyo). 
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American flag: "I look upon it with the affection of early love.” Seward 
of New York gave a set speech in which he referred to the "higher law,” 
a moral law above the Constitution which would one day destroy slavery. 
Salmon P, Chase of Ohio spoke vigorously in opposition to the compro- 
mise under consideration. Douglas, whose part in the debate was of 
primary importance, opposed the Wilmost proviso and urged the doctrine 
of ‘‘popular sovereignty,” adding that the whole controversy over slavery 
in the territories was academic, because slavery would never actually find 
a foothold in the region obtained from Mexico. R. M. T. Hunter of Vir- 
ginia gave a defiant speech, hinting plainly at disunion and declaring 
that if it should come he would "go with his state.” Shields of Illinois, 
with whom Lincoln had quarreled almost to dueling, made his maiden 
speech, which was a plea for prohibition of slavery in national territory. 
Toombs of Georgia urged that there was in the North a fixed purpose to 
destroy Southern rights. His speech illustrated the manner in which South- 
erners were wont to generalize from a selected phase of the slavery ques- 
tion and to indulge in sweeping phrases of denunciatory rhetoric. 

It must be remembered that in part these speeches were for home 
consumption. They had to do with prestige militantly interpreted, as in 
many another public discussion where nationalistic or sectional factors 
are at the fore. It should also be borne in mind that much of the practical 
work of Congress lies outside the debates and is to be traced in individual 
conference and committee deliberation behind the scenes. Nor in praising 
the disinterested efforts of compromise leaders should one neglect to note 
that there were also less elevated interests operating in the congressional 
lobbies. Holders of depreciated securities issued by the Republic of Texas 
anticipated great gains should the compromise pass, for Texas was to be 
given $10,000,000 to pay off their claims. These speculators included 
highly placed politicians and also the influential Washington banking firm 
of Corcoran & Riggs, which held more than $650,000 in Texas bonds 
and made from their redemption profits that “were enormous by the 
standards of that era.” * 

Thus it came about that, through a combination of selfish and public 
considerations, the conciliatory spirit of Douglas, Clay, and Webster pre- 
vailed. The compromise measures were enacted in September, 1850, 
with more Democrats than Whigs supporting them in both houses of 
Congress.'' By these provisions, taken essentially from Clay’s resolutions 
and put into separate bills, California was admitted to the Union as a 
free state; the territories of Utah and New Mexico were organized on the 

* Holman Hamilton, "Texas Bonds and Northern Profits,” M.V.H.R., XLIII, 
579-594 (Mar-. 1957). 

s Hamilton, “Democratic Leadership and the Compromise of 1850,” !oc. cit., 
XLI, 408; id., "The 'Cave of the Winds' and the Compromise of 1850,” J.S.H. 
XXHI, 350 (Aug., 1957). 
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basis of popular soi ereignty,* later to be "received into the Union, with 
or without slaiery. as their constitutions . . . [might] prescribe at the 
time of their admission"; adjustments of boundary were made between 
Texas and New Mexico with appropriate compensation to Texas; slave- 
trading in the District of Columbia was made unlawful, power being 
given to the local authorities to "abate, break up, and abolish any depot 
or place of confinement of slaves"; and a severe law for the recovery of 
fugitive slaves, a law well armed with “teeth," was enacted. This law 
greatly facilitated recapture and delivery, and by the same token made It 
hard for the suspected fugitive or anyone befriending him. Owners pur- 
suing alleged fugitives were permitted to scire or arrest them without 
process; certificates claiming ownership, whether presented directly or 
indirectly, orally or in writing, were made conclusive upon the Federal 
courts or commissioners to whom jurisdiction in the premises was given; 
and the testimony of the alleged fugitive was not to be admitted in any 
trial. There were heavy penalties for helping fugitives or assisting their 
escape; Federal marshals were made personally liable in damages if re- 
sponsible for such escape; and "all good citizens" were “commanded 
to . . . assist in the . . . execution of [the] law,” power being given to 
officials to call bystanders to their aid, or to summon a posse comitatus for 
the purpose.' 

Meantime the Nashville convention had met and adjourned without 
taking radical action. Though South Carolinian delegates wanted secession, 
the conservative clement carried the day; and the convention contented it- 
self with harmless resolutions whose chief item was the extension of the 

* The territorial legislatures of New Mexico and Utah “might legislate on the 
subject of slavery either to prohibit It, or to establish it, or to regulate it," Jlobcrt R. 
Russel has proved, "subject to a possible veto by the governor or a possihte dis- 
allowance by Congress.” "What Was the Compromise of 1850?" XXII, 296, 

304 (Aug., 1956). 

T U. S. Slat, at Large, IX, 462-46;. In the Constitution (Art. IV, sec. 2 5 the 
provision for the rendition of slaves (persons "held to Service or Labour") fleeing 
from one state to another follows the clause concerning the extradition of fugitive 
criminals. The main difference in the two clauses is that the suspected criminal is 
to be delivered up "on Demand of the executive Authority of the State from which 
he fled,” while the reclamation of the slave is to be merely "on Claim of the Party 
to whom such Service or Labour may be due." It may also be mentioned that the 
fugitive criminal is described as a person "charged . . . with . . . Crime," while 
the wording in the case of the suspected fugitive slave avoids any suggestion that 
bis slave status may be merely suspected and makes no reference to a formal 
charge or legal accusation. Of more significance, however, than the distinction in 
constitutional provision is the variance in developed practice. As to recovery of 
criminals there has neier been any application of Federal measures to compel ob- 
servance. There is a striking contrast between the drastic Federal processes used 
to recover slaves and the hands-off policy concerning extradition which has caused 
it to remain purely a matter of interstate comity. See Kentucky vr. Dennison, 65 
U. S. 107 ff.; J. C. Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 421. 



9 ° 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


Missouri line (g6° 3 o ^) westward to the Pacific. It is true that the con - 
vention issued an "address to the Southern people” drafted by the seces- 
sionist Rhett; yet among the vast majority of the Southern people the 
Compromise of 1850 was accepted as a settlement which obviated disun- 
ion. This is a significant fact. In Mississippi, for example, in 1851 the 
gubernatorial contest indicated the swing away from disunion sentiment. 
Quitman, running on a state-rights platform, was opposed by Foote, who 
endorsed the Compromise. So strong was the reaction against secession 
that Quitman withdrew; Jefferson Davis took his place on a platform re- 
nouncing secession; and in the outcome Foote was elected. 

In South Carolina, it is true, the success of the Compromise and the 
"failure” of the Nashville convention (which was a failure only on the as- 
sumption that its purpose was immediate secession) did not by any means 
put an end to the secession movement. The Rhett faction in the state still 
worked for independent secession, while the Cheves-Butler-Bamwell fac- 
tion continued to favor secession in cooperation with other states and 
looked to a "Southern Congress” to make such secession a reality. As be- 
tween these two factions, the cooperationists won the day; and as the 
other states of the South did not choose to “cooperate,” agitation for separa- 
tion ended for the time in talk. The movement, however, remained dor- 
mant and was sure to reassert itself when again a "crisis" should arise. 

Taking the country by and large, the general feeling at the end of 
1850 was one of relief. People felt that a menace had been warded off; 
they trembled to think how narrowly the disruption of the Union had 
been prevented; they rejoiced that the turn for conciliation and adjust- 
ment of difference had been taken. The Compromise was hailed as an act 
of statesmanship; it was looked upon as a finality; it was considered almost 
treasonable to disturb it or reopen the slavery question. This phase, how- 
ever, soon passed. In a few years the sectional controversy, with slavery 
in the territories as the focal point, was reopened with a roar; and there 
began a steady stream of circumstance which led on through the Kansas 
struggle and the realignment of parties to the Democratic split of i860, 
the election of Lincoln, secession, and civil war. 

4 

For those who think in terms of presidential administrations, the 
years following the Compromise of 1850 may be regarded as the period 
of Pierce. There %vas now in the presidency a man whose political achieve- 
ment was negligible. A handsome face, a military reputation, a ready ora- 
tor)' when descanting upon the glories of the flag, party regularity, and a 
slavery policy acceptable to the South were the chief qualifications of 
the candidate who in 1852 received the Democratic nomination on the 
forty-ninth ballot after the big leaders— Cass, Douglas, Buchanan, Marcy 
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and Butler — had defeated each other. As spokesman of the New Eng- 
land "Democracy’’ he had done service for his party against the disruptive 
forces of the abolitionists. As President his domestic policy was develop- 
ment of the West and conciliation of the South; abroad his keynote was 
expansion, with an embarrassing tendency to attract gasconading, in- 
triguing "Young Americans’* of the Sickles or Soule type. It was the luck- 
less lot of this quiet New Englander to be President in a time of transition 
and maladjustment. It was an age of urbanization, industrial growth, 
rushing European immigration, corporate development — a time of lob- 
bies, pressure politics, and organized propaganda. In this hectic setting 
Franklin Pierce’s pastoral ideals and his belief in Democracy as a panacea 
simply did not fit. The struggle of forces which caused the storm of con- 
flict between the rural South and the industrial North to break during 
his presidency was as far beyond his ken as it was impossible for him to 
control. He would have liked to make his contribution in terms of reduc- 
ing governmental favors to big business, resisting anti-Catholic bigotry, 
and promoting party unity; actually the two things for which his admin- 
istration is remembered are the “Ostend Manifesto” and “bleeding Kansas." 

The Ostend affair was part of an elaborate complex of factors involv- 
ing American diplomacy and intrigue with reference to Cuba. Though 
one must discard many of the old-time generalizations as to the "slavoc- 
racy” angling for Cuba as an area of slave expansion, yet the strivings of 
diplomacy and the workings of international intrigue concerning the 
island were naturally a matter of concern to the South. It was a long 
story, much too complicated for detailed treatment here. England, labor- 
ing with Spain for an effective suppression of the international slave trade, 
could not forget that Cuba was an area of immense slave-trading activity. 
The acquisition of the island, as of other parts of Latin America, seemed 
at various times an objective of English diplomacy; while British effort 
toward the abolitionizing of Cuba angered the South and worried Cal- 
houn as secretary of state. Dreams of British abolitionists looking toward 
the Africanization of Cuba as a sort of black military republic under 
British sponsorship, to be carried out by a policy of colonization and 
emancipation, frightened many Southerners. Bold spirits had sought to 
make history on their own account, and American intrigue in Cuba had 
found frequent expression in filibustering expeditions and in American 
sympathy extended to native insurgent movements. By the time the ardent 
French-Louisianian Pierre Soule was appointed minister to Spain (1853), 
die Cuban issue had become acute, and Soule himself bad become promi- 
nently known as an advocate of Cuban acquisition and an apologist of 
filibusters. The most striking event of his turbulent and diplomatically 
useless mission to Madrid was the Ostend Report or ‘‘manifesto" (October, 
1854), in which the explosive Pierre was joined by James Buchanan, 
minister to Great Britain, and John Y. Mason, minister to France. The 
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more truculent passages of this document urged that the North American 
republic could never repose till Cuba was within its boundaries; that an 
effort should be made to purchase the island; and that, if Spain should 
refuse to sell it and if Spanish possession seriously endangered American 
peace and union, “then, by every law, human and divine, we shall be 
justified in wresting it from Spain if we possess the power.” 1 This rob- 
ber doctrine was repudiated, however, by Secretary of State Marcy; a flood 
of newspaper denunciation descended upon both Pierce and Soule; and 
the latter’s erratic mission ended with his resignation. If the expansionist 


diplomacy of Pierce had Cuba as a specific objective, it broke down com- 
pletely; while as a diversion from sectionalism at home, it also failed to 
accomplish its purpose. 


5 

For the settlement of the territorial question three solutions were 
prominently urged. First, there was the Wilmot proviso, associated with 
the Free-Soilers and the Republican party: the doctrine that slavery in 
all national territory ought to be definitely prohibited by Congress. Sec- 
ond, at the other extreme there was the doctrine of the Southern Democ- 
racy that it was the duty of the Federal government to extend positive 
protection to slavery in the territories — i.e. not merely to permit it, but to 
maintain and protect it. This solution was soon to be powerfully supported 
by both the President and the Supreme Court of the United States. Third, 
there was the "popular sovereignty” program associated with the policy of 
Douglas and the anti-Buchanan Democrats. Briefly, its purport was that 
slaver)' should be neither positively established nor arbitrarily prohibited 
in any territory by national action, but that the issue should be settled on 
the broad American principle of local self-determination by leaving the 
people of each territory free to deal with the matter as the majority by 
conventional political processes should decide . 1 

It is to the last-mentioned program that attention must now turn. In 

1 A. A. Ettinger, The Mission to Spain of Pierre Souli, 361—364. In any 
brief account which features its most Eery passages the Ostend Report must neces- 
sarily appear highly jingoistic. On a fuller study it will be seen that Mason and 
Buchanan distrusted the vociferous methods of Soule and Sickles, that much of the 
trouble was due to the sensational account published by the New York Herald, and 
that the report never had the sanction of the Pierce administration. As to the 
passage touching seizure of Cuba, Roy F. Nichols writes C Franklin Pierce, 596): 
It certainly is not a direct threat such as Soule wanted. . . . It is a laborious . • . 
hint to Spain that, if she did not sell and did Africanize the island, then the United 
States ought to consider whether the law of self preservation required sei- 
zure. . . .” Ibid., 586. 

1 There was, however, a fourth solution — i.e. not to treat all the national ter- 
ritory alike, but to give the West, at least nominally, a Mason and Dixon line by 
extending the Missouri Compromise line westward to the Pacific. This solution was 
often proposed, especially in the period from 1848 to 1850. 
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the slavery legislation of 1850 the principle of popular sovereignty had 
been applied to the Mexican acquisition; and now under Pierce a more 
famous instance of its application was to be seen in Douglas's Kansas- 
Nebraska hill of 1854. So truculent was the controversy waged concern- 
ing this piece of legislation that it is hard to penetrate the mists of vitu- 
peration and to isolate the causes and essential elements of the situation. 
A reappraisal of the much maligned Douglas will be of assistance in un- 
derstanding the problem. Few men have presented so notable an example 
of rapid rise to political leadership. Bom in Vermont, he struggled for 
some years as a lawyer in Illinois, became active in promoting the Demo- 
cratic organization of his state, and served in the legislature simultaneously 
with Lincoln. For two years he was a member of the supreme court of 
Illinois; and the title “Judge Douglas” lasted through life. After serving 
briefly but brilliantly in the House of Representatives, he held the office 
of senator from Illinois during the critical jears from 1847 to 1861, by 
which time he was the foremost Democrat of the North. His forthright- 
ness, vigor, and aggressiveness, his force as a debater and talent as politi- 
cal strategist, had made a deep impression; and the breadth of his na- 
tional vision had given him a peculiar distinction in an age when the 
sectionalism of many of the nation’s leaders was all too evident. 

Western problems and territorial issues had been a specialty of Doug- 
las, who had since 1847 been chairman of the committee on territories 
of the United States Senate after having held a similar chairmanship in 
the House. Questions of territorial organization, involving far-reaching 
phases of the westward movement, necessarily awaited his action in the 
formulation and recommendation of policies. It has already been noted 
that his part in the Compromise of 1850 was as vital as that of Clay him- 
self; in 1854 no man was more thoroughly conversant than he with the 
whole background of territorial politics. By this time the territorial or- 
ganization of the vast "Platte country” was overdue. 

Speaking for his committee, Douglas reported a bill for the territorial 
organization of die Platte country on January 4, 1854. Most of its provi- 
sions were conventional, but those concerning slavery attracted attention. 
Douglas declared that his bill was in tune with "certain great princi- 
ples” which had already been enacted into law in 1850. ‘Tour commit- 
tee," he said, "deem it fortunate . . . that the controversy then resulted 
in the adoption of the compromise measures, which the two great political 
parties . . . have affirmed . . . and proclaimed ... as a final settle- 
ment of the controversy and an end of the agitation.” Briefly, these 
principles, as he stated them, were that the people, through their repre- 
sentatives in the legislature, should decide as to slavery in the territories 
with the right of appeal on matters of constitutionality to the Supreme 
Court of the United States.* 
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Historians have long argued over Douglas’s motives in introducing 
this measure, which seemed indirectly to repeal the Missouri Compromise 
ban on slavery in the Nebraska region 3 and thus reopened the sectional 
conflict. Some critics have maintained that Douglas had a material in- 
terest in the promotion of slavery, since his first wife had inherited a 
plantation with 150 slaves. 4 More frequently it has been argued that 
Douglas was angling for the Democratic presidential nomination in 1856 
and hoped to win Southern support. Refuting these charges, friendly his- 
torians have suggested instead that Douglas wished to assist Senator Da- 
vid R. Atchison in his campaign for re-election in Missouri, that he desired 
to promote the building of a transcontinental railroad with eastern termini 
at Chicago and St. Louis, or that he hoped to give the floundering Demo- 
cratic party a fresh issue upon which it could appeal to the voters. 5 Re- 
cently the argument has been settled by the discovery of a contemporary 
letter in which Douglas himself explained his motives. His purpose in in- 
troducing the Kansas-Nebraska bill, Douglas declared, was to remove the 
"barbarian wall” of Indian tribes checking further settlement in the central 
plains and "to authorize and encourage a continuous line of settlements to 
the Pacific Ocean.” His central idea of continental expansion included 
railroad development. As he explained: 

s In 1818-20 the problem of slavery in Missouri and ancillary questions had 
produced serious controversy. The House twice passed the Tallmadge amendment 
prohibiting further introduction of slavery into the state and freeing slave-born 
children at the age of twenty-five; but the Senate disagreed. A compromise was 
effected: Missouri was admitted as a slave state; Maine was admitted free; and it 
was provided that in all national territory north of 36° 30' "slavery and involuntary 
servitude, otherwise than in the punishment of crimes . . . , shall be . . . 
forever prohibited.” Annals of Cong., 16 Cong., 1 sess., 427-430 (Feb. 18, 
1820). 

4 George Fort Milton (Eve of Conflict, 34-35) explains that Douglas’s wealthy 
father-in-law offered him a plantation in Mississippi with numerous slaves as a 
wedding gift, that Douglas declined it, being “totally ignorant of that species of 
property," and that when the father-in-law willed Mrs. Douglas the plantation 
with its slaves, he reminded her of her husband's wish not to own them and sug- 
gested that, if she should leave no children, the Negroes were to be colonized in 
Africa. The possession of these slaves by his wife was an embarrassment to Doug- 
las; there is no evidence that his attitude as a public leader was affected in the 
direction of slavery by this property interest. 

5 Allan Kevins ( Ordeal of the Union, II, 102) suggests that Douglas had in 
mind ' the disorganized, discontented state of the Democratic party, lacking both 
leader and policy; the obligation resting upon 'Young America’ for bold trenchant 
action; his own legitimate ambition to become President; the demand of the North- 
west for a Pacific Railroad, with the consequent necessity' for settling the Kansas- 
Nebraska country to furnish its future path; the fear of Missouri slaveholders lest 
they be surrounded on three sides by fxecsoil territory; Atchison’s stubborn asser- 
tion that he would let Nebraska ’sink in hell' before he would see it organized on a 
basis excluding slaveholders with their property; and Atchison’s ability to rally a 
solid block of Southern Senators behind him.” 
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How ate we to develops [sicj, cherish and protect our immense interests and 
possessions in the Pacific, with a vast wilderness fifteen hundred miles in 
breadth, filled with hostile savages, and cutting off direct communication. The 
Indian barrier must be removed. The tide of emigration and civilization must 
be permitted to roll onward until it rushes through the passes of the moun- 
tains, and spreads over the plains, and mingles with the waters of the Pacific. 
Continuous lines of settlements with civil, political and religious institutions 
all under the protection of law, are Imperiously demanded by the highest na- 
tional considerations. These are essential, but they are not sufficient. . . . 
XVe must therefore have Rail Roads and Telegraphs from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific, through our own territory. Not one line only, but many lines, for the 
valley of the Mississippi will require as many Rail Roads to the Pacific as to 
the Atlantic, and will not venture to limit the number.' 

Intent upon opening the West to further development, Douglas 
wished to ignore or by-pass the slavery question. Knowing that he had no 
chance whatever of getting a territorial bill adopted without Southern 
votes, he presented a deliberately ambiguous measure which did not ex- 
plicitly exclude slaver)- from the area, but which almost certainly would 
have left the Missouri Compromise prohibition in effect during the terri- 
torial stage of its development. Personally hostile to slavery, Douglas did 
not think the South's peculiar institution could ever extend into the great 
plains; consequently he believed that his token concession to the South 
in no sense endangered liberty. "It is to be hoped," he argued, "that the 
necessity and importance of the measure are manifest to the whole coun- 
try, and that so far as the slavery question is concerned, all will be willing 
to sanction and affirm the principles established by the Compromise meas- 
ures of 1850.” ’ 

But once the measure was presented to the Senate, it became the 
object of intense political pressure. Excited Free Soilers attempted to add 
amendments reaffirming the Missouri Compromise ban on slavery. An- 
gered by these maneuvers. Southerners informed Douglas that slavery 
must be permitted in the Nebraska country during the territorial phase 
of its organization. Reluctantly yielding to this latter pressure, Douglas 
on January 10 brought forward an additional section of his bill, which, 
he asserted, had previously been omitted through "clerical error”; it pro- 
vided “that all questions pertaining to slavery in the Territories, and in 
the new States to be formed therefrom, are to be left to the people resid- 
ing therein, through their appropriate representatives." Though this pro- 
vision plainly implied the repeal of the Missouri Compromise, proslavery 
leaders were still not satisfied, and Douglas was obliged to add a further 
amendment declaring the Missouri Compromise "inoperative and void." 

* James C. Matin, "The Motives of Stephen A. Douglas in the Organization of 
the Nebraska Territory: A Letter dated December 17, 1853,” Karts. Hist, Quart., 
XIX, 351—35* (Nov., 195O- 

1 Ibid; 3SJ- 
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At the same time his bill was modified in another important fashion by 
dividing the area under consideration into the two separate territories of 
Kansas and Nebraska. Thus the final version of the Kansas-Nebraska bill 
was not Douglas’s alone; it was, as Roy F. Nichols has said, "the work of 
many hands and the fruit of much strategic planning.” 8 Assisted by re- 
lentless pressure from the Pierce administration, the bill, after months 
of riotous debate, was passed; the fateful measure became law on May 30, 
1854. 

It was at once apparent that this legislation had let loose the dogs of 
war. While Southerners at first showed either indifference or resentment 
toward the act as one that offered them insufficient protection, they soon 
came enthusiastically to endorse it as “a measure . . . just in regards 
to the rights of the South, and . . . reasonable in its operation and 
effect.” 0 In the North Douglas’s bill furiously aroused antislavery senti- 
ment, and free-soil men in both parties took steps to have the action of 
Congress repudiated. Chase of Ohio, a puritan in politics who had la- 
bored in the Liberty party of 1840 and with the Free-Soilers of ’48, now 
headed a movement to capture the Democratic party for the cause of anti- 
slavery. In his "Appeal to the Independent Democrats” he denounced 
Douglas's action as a violation of a solemn pledge, predicted its dire effect 
upon immigration to the West, warned the country that freedom and 
union were in peril, and besought all Christians to rise in protest against 
this "enormous crime.” 10 The vocabulary of abuse was exhausted in the 
attacks upon Douglas: “never before has a public man been so hunted and 
hounded.” 11 As he himself declared, he could have traveled from Boston 
to Chicago by the light of his burning effigies. Even in his home state he 
was vigorously condemned. Both in Chicago and in downstate Illinois he 
encountered abuse and insult when he tried to defend his course, but 
he managed to strike home with his argument that it was the extremists on 
both sides, not himself, who w r ere responsible for the storm of sectionalism. 

In keeping with the prevailing tendency toward political realignment, 
and as a direct result of the Kansas-Nebraska act, a new political party 
now came into being. Wilmot-proviso sentiment caused various diverse ele- 
ments here and there to fuse into organizations which sometimes bore 
the awkward designation of “anti-Nebraska” parties, but which soon came 
to be known as the “Republican” party. There has been some dispute as 
to the exact time and place where the party was “born.” Coalition move- 

« Nichols, "The Kansas-Nebraska Act: A Century of HistorioEraphy," 
M.V.H.R., XLIII, 2i 1 (Sept., 1956). 

• Avery O. Craven, The Grmvth of Southern Nationalism, 1848-1861, 204. 

10 Ch ‘ 1sc 's “Appeal” followed Douglas’s report recommending the Kansas- 
Nebraska bill. Cong. Globe, 333 Cong., 1 scss., 281-282 (Jan. 19, 1854). Some 
Southerners, of course (c.g. Alexander H. Stephens), approved the bill, though 
Southern extremists later assailed Douglas. Sec Am. Hist. Rev., VIII, 92. 

11 Washington Union, Mar. 4, 1854. 
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ments of a similar sort were afoot in many parts of the country at about 
the same time, and such a dispute is of little importance. The name 
"Republican” was adopted at a mass meeting on July 6, 1854, at Jackson, 
Michigan; prior to this, however, while the repeal of the Missouri com- 
promise was pending in Congress, a similar mass meeting at Ripon, Wis- 
consin, had resolved that in the event of such repeal old party organiza- 
tions would be discarded and a new party would be built “on the sole 
issue of the non-extension of slavery." Elsewhere in the country local con- 
ventions followed suit; and by late summer of 1854 the new party move- 
ment was well under way. Made up of old-line Whigs, many of whom, 
such as Bates of Missouri and Browning of Illinois, preserved the Southern 
conservative tradition, together with radical antislavery men such as Sum- 
ner and Julian, Knownothings, and free-soil Democrats such as Trum- 
bull and Chase, the new party combined many diverse ingredients; the 
force that cemented them (at the outset) was common opposition to the 
further extension of slavery in the territories. 

The outcome of Douglas’s policy had been the opposite of his inten- 
tions. So far from allaying sectional conflict and uniting his party, he had 
reopened the strife which he himself had designated the "fearful struggle 
of 1850"; he had split the historic Democratic party; he had supplied the 
occasion for the entrance of a wholly sectional party onto the scene; and 
he had driven many Northern Democrats into the ranks of this sectional 
group. 

6 

Events in Kansas soon demonstrated the effect of the repeal of the 
Missouri compromise and of popular sovereignty when put into actual 
practice. It is significant that Nebraska, whose settlement belonged to the 
same period as that of Kansas, hardly enters into the national story until 
after the Civil War; while the Kansas story occupies the center of the 
picture in the fifties. In the heated passions of the time, the settlement 
of Kansas was envisaged not as a typical project of western pioneering, 
but as a matter of rescuing Missouri from contamination by abolition 
neighbors, of "saving” the South from "destruction” of its "rights,” of 
promoting the Republican party, which soon came to be regarded as an 
end in itself, or of building bulwarks of freedom. Artificially stimulated 
emigration, fanatical outside interference, campaigns of propaganda, 
frontier brawls, violence in Congress, frantic debates of press and plat- 
form, election frauds, and partisan efforts to make political capital out of 
the Kansas situation — such were the factors which mark the development 
of this turbulent territory, and which make it difficult even yet for the 
historian to sift out the truth in tracing that development. 

Present-day historians agree that the settlement of Kansas was not 
fundamentally dissimilar to that of other frontier states. The key to its 
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development was land. The thousands of Missourians who poured into 
the territory as soon as it was opened "cared next to nothing about the 
question of slavery extension and still less about national politics. They 
simply wanted the land." 1 Most Northern immigrants had the same over- 
riding idea. Unfortunately the national government had failed to ex- 
tinguish Indian titles and had neglected to provide for surveys before 
allowing settlers in. Consequently "on May 30, 1854, when Kansas ter- 
ritory was opened to settlement, not an acre of land was available for pre- 
emption or purchase.” 2 Uncertainty over land titles played a major role 
in heightening tensions in an already highly dangerous situation. 

The struggle in Kansas used to be depicted as a contest between pro- 
and antislavery forces, but, as Paul W. Gates reminds us, there were many 
"other causes of conflict, for example the patronage die new territories and 
states provided to political parties, the pleasures of distributing a rapidly 
multiplying number of offices paying generous salaries and profitable fees, 
the desire to control public offices such as territorial and educational in- 
stitutions, a general hunger for lucrative mail, trucking, Indian, and army 
procurement contracts, and the granting of lands and loans to railroads." 3 
Of key importance, too, was the location of county seats, for the interested 
speculator stood to profit enormously if his tract of land was selected as 
a governmental center. 

This already complex situation was made more difficult through the 
activities of groups organized to promote pro- or antislavery immigration 
into Kansas. Even before the Kansas-Nebraska act was passed, Eli Thayer 
of Worcester, Massachusetts, had organized the Massachusetts Emigrant 
Aid Company (April, 1854) ’ n order to "assist” emigrants to settle in the 
"West.” When this organization proved defective it was soon superseded 
by the “New England Emigrant Aid Company.” Thayer wished the 
project to be a profit-making enterprise, but such influential backers as 
A. A. Lawrence regarded it as a philanthropic undertaking and it is safe 
to say that the greater number of stockholders “considered subsidiary, 
if they did not ignore, the investment feature of their subscription.” 4 
Under the stimulus of the Thayer society some 1240 free-state settlers 
migrated to Kansas in 1854 and 1855. Though the numbers were small, 
the influence upon Kansas development was great. The activities of the 
New England Emigrant Aid Company, writes Samuel A. Johnson, “fur- 
nished the excuse, and some measure the provocation, for the Missouri 
invasion” of Kansas by proslavery ‘border ruffians”; the society gave "en- 

1 Samuel A. Johnson, "The Emigrant Aid Company in the Kansas Conflict," 
Kans. Hist. Quart., VI, at (Feb., 193?). 

5 Paul W. Gates, Fifty Million Acres: Conflicts over Kansas Land Policy , 21. 

s Ibid., 2-3. 

* Samuel A. Johnson, "The Genesis of the New England Emigrant Aid Com- 
pany," New England Quart., Ill, 118 (Jan., 1930). 



Wedges of Separation 


99 


couragemcnt, advice and money” to the free-state leaders in Kansas; and 
"it was the officers of the company, if not the company itself, that armed 
the Free-State party.”* By 1857 the New England Emigrant Aid Com- 
pany had disappeared from the picture, its place being taken by various 
bodies organized throughout the free states to promote antislavery emi- 
gration to Kansas. In the South there was a counter agitation to send 
Southerners into the territory: its most striking result was an expedition 
of several hundred men from Georgia, Alabama, and South Carolina, led 
by Jefferson Buford of Alabama, an exuberant group who matched the 
Northerners in violence, with the addition of a few swashbuckling touches 
all their own. 

The first governor of the territory, Andrew H. Reeder, arrived on the 
scene in October of 1854 to find that several thousand settlers were al- 
ready on the ground and that they were carrying on without a govern- 
ment. During the period of his brief rule the proslaver)' element was par- 
ticularly aggressive. When members of the territorial legislature were 
elected in March of 1855, several thousand armed intruders from Mis- 
souri marched into the territory and stuffed the ballot boxes with fraudu- 
lent votes. The legislature so chosen met at Shawnee Mission and adopted 
a drastic slave code by which office holding was limited to proslavcry men, 
while imprisonment at hard labor was decreed for anyone who claimed 
that slavery did not legally exist in the territory. Reeder was soon removed 
as chief executive and was followed by a succession of governors — Shan- 
non, Geary, Walker, Denver, and Medary — whose careers were turbulent 
and whose terms were short. 

Repudiating the ''bogus" Shawnee legislature, the free-state men, by 
equally irregular and extra-legal methods, held a constitutional conven- 
tion at Topeka by which slavery was prohibited, had the constitution rati- 
fied by popular vote (in which the proslavery element took no part), and 
launched a state government with Charles Robinson as governor. When 
the year 1856 opened, Kansas presented the spectacle of two rival govern- 
ments, both irregular, while it seemed hopeless to establish any government 
by orderly constitutional processes with the prospect that it would com- 
mand the support of the proslavery and antislavery elements. Yet slavery 
was never a matter of any importance to Kansas itself. As A. A. Lawrence, 
one of the chief supporters of the New England Emigrant Aid Company, 
admitted in March, 1855: 'So far not a slave has been taken into the Ter- 
ritory (who staid more than a night), and I do believe there never will be 
one.” * The census of i860, taken after the territory had been legally open 
to slavery for six years, showed only two slaves in Kansas. 

Nothing better illustrates the unsettled and partisan nature of the 

s Johnson, “The Emigrant Aid Company in the Kansas Conflict,” Kans. Hist. 
Quart., VI, 32 (Feb., 1937). 

* James C. Malin, John Brown and the Legend of Fifty Six, 509. 
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Kansas situation than the farcical but ominous "Wakarusa War.” A free- 
state man named Dow was killed by a proslavery opponent in a private 
feud, whereupon the proslavery sheriff, instead of pursuing the murderer, 
collected a posse to apprehend one Branson, friend of the murdered man, 
on a charge of threatening revenge. Though the citizens of Lawrence dis- 
avowed any intention to make the cause of Dow or Branson their own. 
Governor Shannon stupidly declared the town of Lawrence to be “in 
rebellion” and the place was besieged by a motley force of “militia,” many 
of whom came from Missouri with arms from the Federal arsenal at Lib- 
erty, which they had plundered. Under the leadership of James Henry 
Lane and Charles Robinson the free-state citizens or “rebels” of Lawrence 
collected a force armed with Sharp’s rifles; and serious bloodshed seemed 
inevitable when the governor brought the opera bouffe conflict to a close 
by a "treaty” negotiated with the Lawrence citizens. The “war” had 
fortunately terminated without fighting. 

Some months later, however (May, 1856), a force of about eight 
hundred men, many of them from Missouri, invaded Lawrence in the 
capacity of "posses” led by the local sheriff and the Federal marshal to 
execute warrants for “treason.” Despite the nonresistance of Lawrence 
citizens this invasion degenerated into a wanton raid, in the course of 
which the hotel of the Emigrant Aid Company was destroyed, helpless 
citizens were terrorized, newspaper presses were smashed, and Robinson’s 
house was burned. The raid was almost bloodless, but the public mind was 
electrified by lurid descriptions which appeared in the Northern press; and 
the effect of the incident was heightened by two other acts of violence that 
occurred almost simultaneously — the Pottawatomie massacre and the Sum- 
ner-Brooks affair. 


7 

A grim, terrible man had now entered the story. Born in Connecticut 
in 1800, John Brown had tried tanning, land speculation, sheep raising, 
and various business ventures without success, meanwhile suffering family 
misfortunes, going through bankruptcy, and shifting about from Ohio to 
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, and New York. By 1856 he had settled 
with his four sons at Osawatomie, Kansas, and had become a “captain” 
in the emergency force recruited by free-state citizens to defend the town 
of Lawrence. Up to this time killings in Kansas had been few; but on 
the night of May 24—25, 1856, a small party made up chiefly of Brown 
and his sons descended upon the cabins of proslavery families fnamed 
Doyle and Wilkinson) on Pottawatomie Creek, murdered five men in 
cold blood, and left their gashed and mutilated bodies — "a Free State 
warning to the proslavery forces that it was to be a tooth for a tooth, an 
eye for an eye ... so far as one wing of the Free State party was con- 
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cemed." 1 The motives for this fiendish atrocity are difficult to fathom 
and impossible to palliate. Professor James C. Malin, the closest student 
of Brown’s Kansas career, maintains that the massacre was "political 
assassination, not merely private murder.” With warped logic. Brown was 
merely carrying to an extreme the determination of the free-state men to 
disobey the "bogus" Shawnee legislature and to harass its law-enforce- 
ment officers. All of the murdered men were connected with the pro- 
slavery government's district court at Dutch Henry’s Crossing, and Brown 
seems to have feared that they might convict him of “treason" in adhering 
to the rival Topeka regime.* The truth of these matters is very difficult 
to ascertain, for the congressional committee investigating matters in 
Kansas glossed over the outrage; Republican papers suppressed the facts; 
and the murderers were never prosecuted. Brown and his partisans, how- 
ever, were attacked by several hundred proslavery men in what was called 
the "battle” of Osaw3tomie, in the course of which blood was shed on both 
sides, Brown's son Frederick was killed, and the little settlement was 
burned. Soon after, Brown left Kansas for the East. 

On May 19-10, 1856, Charles Sumner of Massachusetts delivered 
on the floor of the Senate an intemperate and abusive speech which be- 
came famous under the title “The Crime against Kansas." It was, said 
Cass of Michigan, an "unpatriotic” and "un-American" speech such as 
he hoped “never to hear again." * With an exasperating attitude of su- 
periority, Sumner not only imeighed against lawlessness in Kansas, but 
descended to ugly denunciation of South Carolina and to an offensive 
personal attack upon a proud South Carolinian, Andrew Pickens Butler, 
an absent member of the Senate. One of the South Carolinian members 
of Congress at this time was Preston S. Brooks, a relative of Butler. He 
was a courtly Southerner whose code of personal honor required that 
slander of a kinsman should not go unpunished. To his mind the chastise- 
ment of Sumner was an unpleasant duty. On May 22 he entered the 
Senate after adjournment when there were very few in the chamber, 
walked to Sumner’s seat, faced him, explained that he had come to punish 
him for slandering an aged and absent relative, and then struck him re- 
peatedly over the head with a cane. Brooks explained that he meant to 
"whip” Sumner, not to hurt him; but it took over three years for Sumner 
to recover, during which time the state of Massachusetts re-elected him to 
his seat in the Senate, which was kept vacant as a tribute. 

The Sumner-Brooks incident was one of the outstanding events of 
the decade. The news set the North on fire, and it gave an awful advan- 
tage to antislavery leaders who denounced the barbarism of the South; 

i Oswald Garrison Villard, John Brown, 148 S. 

* Malin, John Brown and the Legend of Fifty Six, 754—758. 

* Sumner’s speech is found in Cong. Globe, 34 Cong., 1 sess., App., 529-544; 

for Cass's reply, see ibid., 544. ' ' 
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while in the South itself the “spirited” action of Brooks was applauded. 4 
The assault mightily assisted the Republican party; and by making Sum- 
ner a martyr it greatly increased his prestige. The whole incident in its 
wider reactions and in its bearing upon social psychology reveals so much 
of the temper of North and South that it goes far to explain the Civil War. 

8 

In the heat of sectional controversy over the Kansas struggle the coun- 
try faced the distractions of a presidential election. The venerable Whig 
party, whose leader had held the presidency so recently as 1853, had now 
virtually passed out of existence, so great had been the political overturn 
occasioned by the phenomenal rise of the Republican party. The American 
or Knownothing party, built chiefly on anti-foreign and anti-Catholic 
prejudice and championing the cause of “nativism,” held its national 
council in Philadelphia in February, passed a noncommittal resolution 
concerning the burning question of slavery in the territories (thus offending 
the delegates of various Northern states who promptly withdrew), and, 
making their chief appeal to the South, chose as their candidates Millard 
Fillmore and Andrew Jackson Donelson. 

Taking a definitely pro-Southem tum, the Democratic party in con- 
vention at Cincinnati took its stand on the principle of noninterference 
by Congress with slavery in state and territory; rejected Pierce, Cass, and 
Douglas; and nominated the dignified and "available” Buchanan of Penn- 
sylvania. He had served in Congress as early as 1821. Though at first a 
Federalist, he had done battle as a Jackson Democrat in the United States 
Senate, had served as secretary' of state under Polk, handling delicate and 
important matters of foreign policy, and had represented the United 
States at St. Petersburg and London. His Southern slant had been demon- 
strated in 1854, when he had joined with John Y. Mason and Pierre Soule 
in promulgating the “Ostend Manifesto.” Indeed his Southernism was a 
vital element in his career. The formulas for his political success were 
control of the Pennsylvania Democracy and the courting of Southern 
favor. The importance of Pennsylvania for the Democratic party was, of 
course, a large element in his presidential aspirations. In contrast to the 
opportunist Cameron, Buchanan was a man of real public spirit: to go 
down in history as a great and good man, to be a benevolent father to his 
people, was his ideal. By widespread personal contacts and an extensive 
correspondence, he kept in close touch with the political currents of the 
time. A few quotations from his writings and speeches may serve to sug- 
gest the trend of his thoughts. Writing to a friend on September 14, 1856, 
he referred to the apprehension "that the election of Fremont involves the 


4 5n the House of Representatives, after an unsuccessful effort to expel him. 
Brooks defiantly resigned. He was then reelected by his district. 
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dissolution of the Union, & this immediately,” and closed his letter with 
the words: "God save the Union! I do not wish to survive it.” Speaking 
on November 6, 1856, he said, commenting on Democratic triumph in 
Pennsylvania and Indiana: “U'e had reached die crisis. The danger was im- 
minent. Republicanism was sweeping over the North like a tornado. . . . 
The . . . Union . . . appeared to be tottering . . . Had Pennsyl- 
vania yielded, had she become an abolition State, ... we should have 
been precipitated into the yawning gulf of dissolution.” 1 Born in 1791, 
Buchanan was now sixty-five years old, and age had weakened both his 
judgment and his will; yet his party showed little fear of his inadequacy 
in facing the crushing years that lay ahead. For the vice-presidency 
J. C. Breckinridge of Kentucky was named. 

Since both the Democratic and American parties were marked by 
Southern tendencies and were considered “reactionary” and conservative, 
the new-fledged Republican party offered the only ballot to those numerous 
groups in the North who believed that slavery should not be extended. 
Playing on the Kansas note as the chief question before the country, the 
new party perfected its national organization at Pittsburgh in February, 
1856, and held its first national nominating convention at Philadelphia 
in June. Though but two years old, the Republicans had acquired control 
of most of the state governments in the North, and they faced the coming 
contest with high confidence. Diversities within the party were illustrated 
by the various candidacies for the presidency. Those fired with antislavery 
zeal fasored such men as Fremont or Chase; conservatives and “old fogies” 
preferred the aged McLean of Ohio, who, though a member of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States for thirty years, had often been drawn 
into the current of political agitation. Many regarded Seward of New 
York as the logical standard-bearer; but Republican managers were non 
Birring with those Northern adherents of the American party who had 
“bolted the ticket” because of its proslavery tendencies, and it was con- 
sidered undesirable to nominate a man who, like Seward, had been hostile 
to the Knownothings. There was, in fact, no serious contest; and on the 
first ballot Fremont was nominated With a creditable army record and a 
dashing reputation in western exploration, the “Pathfinder,” at the age of 
forty-three, though lacking in solid qualifications for the presidency, sup- 
plied those elements of romance and adventure which appealed to the 
youthful Republicanism of 1856. Senator William L. Dayton, an old-line 
Whig of New Jersey, was made vice-presidential candidate. 

In their declaration of principles the Republicans took their stand 
against the repeal' of the rtfissourf Compromise, opposed the extension of 
slavery, denounced the tyrannical and unconstitutional course of events 
in Kansas, favored its admission as a free state, denounced Southern ex- 

1 Buchanan. Works, td. by J. B. Moore, X, 9*, 96. 
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pansionisra as represented in the Ostend Circular, and declared it the 
duty of Congress to stamp out those twin relics of barbarism— polygamy 
and slavery— from the territories. The party also went on record as favor- 
ing national aid for a Pacific railroad and congressional appropriations for 
local improvements. Nativism was vaguely denounced in a plank which 
favored "liberty of conscience and equality of rights.” 2 

After these parties had entered the field and the political contest had 
taken shape, there met at Baltimore in September a feeble body known as 
the Whig convention. Under the chairmanship of Edward Bates of Mis- 
souri this obsolete party weakly ratified the nominations of the Know- 
nothings. Declining to commit itself on the slavery question, the conven- 
tion deplored the agitation that was shaking the country and declared: 
"It is enough to know that civil war is raging, and the Union is in peril.” 

In the campaign Douglas’s “popular sovereignty” versus the Wilmot 
proviso doctrine of the Republicans occupied the chief attention. To the 
Northern Democrats popular sovereignty meant what Douglas meant, 
namely, that the people of a territory should decide the slavery question 
for themselves; while to the Southerners "noninterference” of the Federal 
government was understood to mean protection for slavery' during the ter- 
ritorial stage, giving the people of the territory the privilege of choosing 
between slavery and freedom only at the time of making a state constitu- 
tion and applying for admission to the Union. The public statements of 
Buchanan during the contest did not clarify the mystery that arose from 
this double interpretation of the platform. 

In the result, the election of 1856 revealed much as to the state of 
sectionalism in the country. It was a pro-Southern democracy that gave 
Buchanan his narrow margin of victory'. Though he obtained 174 elec- 
toral votes to Fremont’s 114 and Fillmore’s eight, he was chosen by less 
than an actual majority of all the popular votes cast, inasmuch as the votes 
of the people for Fillmore and Fremont considerably outnumbered his. 
Buchanan carried the entire South together with the border states, with 
the exception of Maryland, which cast its vote for Fillmore. In addition, 
he obtained the votes of Illinois, Indiana, California, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania. 3 The Republicans received negligible support in the South 
and on the border, which made their notable strength in the North seem 
the more ominous. They carried Connecticut, Maine, Iowa, Massachu- 
setts, Michigan, New Hampshire, Ohio, New York, Rhode Island, Ver- 
mont, and Wisconsin, besides receiving large minority votes in Illinois, 
Indiana, New' Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Of the three parties, only that of 
Fillmore could be regarded as nonsectional; for Southern radicals sup- 

• E. Stamvood, Hist, of the Presidency from 1788 to 1897, 271—273. 

* In Pennsylvania the popular vote of Fremont and Fillmore (229,686) 
almost equaled that of Buchanan (230,700). W. Dean Burnham, Presidential 
Ballots, 1S36-1892, 704. 
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ported Buchanan and Northern radicals favored Fremont. As political post- 
mortems were held and the meaning of the contest was pondered it was 
borne in upon the country that slavery, in the words of the New York 
Tribune, was "the strongest bond and cement of our Union." So long as 
the Democratic part)’ should preserve a policy friendly to slavery and at 
the same time retain the support of large numbers of Northern Demo- 
crats in the doubtful states, the Union seemed assured; but on the other 
hand the notable gains of the Republicans in the North, together with 
the growing discontent of Northern Democrats toward prevailing South- 
ern tendencies in the party, gave the followers of Fremont a definite hope 
of success in i860. Though in the sequel the Republican party was to 
make the Union its slogan, yet in 1856 they were denounced as the chief 
"disunionists" of the country. Unmoved by this taunt, they greeted the 
result with elation. With the control of state governments in most of the 
free commonwealths, they redoubled their efforts for the coming struggle; 
while the South, though conscious of a feeling of immediate relief, 
looked forward to the future with anxious concern. 
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able "slavocracy" intended further aggressions, that the magnates of the 
South would not be satisfied until slavery had been made legal in every 
state. Southern hostility to free homestead legislation caused many North- 
ern mechanics and small farmers to cast their lots with the Republican 
party. When Southern congressmen, assisted by free-trade Democrats of 
the North, lowered the tariff again in 1857, powerful Eastern business 
interests came also to consider the Republican party as their only hope 
of capturing the Federal government for the cause of protection. 

Sectional feeling in both the North and the South was increased by 
the serious financial panic of 1857. Northern businessmen believed that 
the depression was the inevitable consequence of Southern, low-tariff. 
Democratic domination of the nation’s economic policy. In the South, 
where the impact of the panic was relatively slight, the sufferings of the 
Northern manufacturing community were taken as additional proof of 
the superiority of Southern economic institutions. 

Growing sectionalism gave to many an agitator the chance to express 
his moral indignation, to battle for the right, and incidentally to serve 
his own sense of personal importance. In the South extremists tried to 
unite their section and to precipitate a dissolution of the union. Slavery, 
they argued, was a positive good. “That slavery is a blessing to the mas- 
ters," shouted Albert G. B romt of Mississippi, " is shown by simply con- 
trasting a Southern gentleman with a Northern abolitionist. One is 
courageous, high-bred, and manly. The other is cowardly, low-flung, and 
sneaking." Lawrence M. Keitt of South Carolina warned Southerners that 
"the Black Republican party, an amalgam of isms, a base conglomerate 
of opposing elements tied together by fanaticism,” had pledged "its in- 
tention to abolitionize every department of the government and use them 
to the overthrow of slavery." The remedy, argued William L. Yancey of 
Alabama, was to form "Committees of Safety” throughout the states of 
the deep South. Through such means, he believed, “we shall fire the 
Southern heart — instruct the Southern mind — give courage to each other, 
and at the proper moment, by one organized concerted action, we can 
precipitate the Cotton States into a revolution.” 1 

The North, too, had its agitators. Typical of the breed was Joshua R. 
Giddings of Ohio, who in 1859 completed twenty years of stormy service 
in the House of Representatives. A compelling persistence in pursuing an 
ideal was his outstanding characteristic, and with it extravagance of lan- 
guage, indifference to the niceties of courteous intercourse, and unshak- 
able devotion to an objective. There was in his manner a standing-at- 
Armageddon attitude, not only battling for the Lord but hurling Olympian 
invectives and invoking almighty sanctions against opponents. Confident 
that his own motives were faultlessly pure, he was sure that all the right 

* Allan Kevins, The Emergence of Lincoln, I, 405-409. 
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was on one side and that his adversaries’ impulses were villainous and 
wicked. His speeches reveal that failure to see life whole, that lack of a 
sense of humor, that pertinacious meddling, and that tendency toward 
insulting bitterness, which mark the uncompromising crusader. Even more 
extreme than Giddings were the abolitionists who met at Worcester, Mas- 
sachusetts, in January, 1857. Such men as William Lloyd Garrison, Wen- 
dell Phillips, Thomas W. Higginson, and Samuel J. May, spoke urgently 
for dissolution of the Union; and the convention resolved that "the sooner 
the separation takes place, the more peaceful it will be: but that peace or 
war is a secondary consideration." 

It cannot be said that the leading responsible statesmen of either the 
North or the South during these prewar years were of this uncompromising 
type, but as sectional conflict waxed hotter, the bad feelings which radicals 
in both sections stirred up became steadily more serious. 

2 

The Supreme Court of the United States, whose record for political 
impartiality has in general been maintained, but whose susceptibility to so- 
cial and economic tendencies has ever been a factor in its decisions, did 
not escape entanglement in the sectional controversy. That the Court 
should make any decision in a matter affecting slavery meant inevitably 
that its action should be dramatized in the popular mind as taking sides; 
that it dealt in the Dred Scott case with the vexed question of slavery in 
the territories at the moment when excitement over this inflammatory is- 
sue was at its peak caused the Court, whose decision lent support to South- 
ern doctrine, to be violently assailed as a champion of slavery. 

Dred Scott, a Negro slave originally called "Sam,” was purchased in 
1832 or 1833 by John Emerson, a St. Louis doctor. When Emerson be- 
came a surgeon in the Federal army, he was ordered first to Rock Island, 
Illinois, and then to Fort Snelling, in Federal territory north of the line 
36° 30', and he took his slave with him. Dred Scott had thus resided in 
a free state, and later in a portion of Federal territory in which slavery 
had been prohibited by the Missouri Compromise law of 1 820. While at 
Fort Snelling he was married; in 1838 Dr. Emerson returned with him 
to Missouri. 

The case in its legal details is exceedingly complicated; but the main 
steps may be briefly stated. In 1846, after Dr. Emerson’s death, Scott, 
having saved some money and having secured the interest and patronage 
of an army officer whom he had met in his military sojoumings, applied 
to Mrs. Emerson to purchase his own and his family’s freedom. She re- 
fused. Dred’s case became known to a lawyer interested in such suits for 
humanitarian or financial reasons or both. Realizing that Dred had a good 
case, he brought suit’ against Mrs. Emerson in the lower Missouri court 
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at St. Louis. 1 Arguing that he was free because of residence in a free 
state and later in free territory, Scott obtained a judgment in his favor; 
but on appeal this decision was reversed by the state supreme court, which 
applied the rule that under Missouri law a slave, on returning voluntarily 
from residence in a free state, resumed his bonds. 1 

In November, 1853, the case entered a new phase. During the course 
of the earlier litigation Mrs. Emerson had met and married Dr. Calvin C. 
Chaffee, a Massachusetts politician of antislavery and Knownothing affilia- 
tions. “By her marriage,” Vincent C. Hopkins has pointed out, "according 
to the laws of Missouri, she could no longer act in any capacity in regard 
to her first husband's estate, which had been left in trust for her daugh- 
ter. . . * Her brother, John F. A. Sanford,* whom Dr. Emerson had 

named an executor of his will, had become the administrator of all the 
Emerson property, including the slaves. Since Sanford was a citizen of 
New York, Scott’s lawyers claimed that the case should now be brought 
before the Federal courts, on the ground of diverse citizenship, and they 
brought an action for trespass against Sanford, with the object of secur- 
ing Scott’s freedom. Thus there arose the case of Scott vs. Sanford in the 
United States circuit court in Missouri. Sanford tried to quash the suit by 
arguing that Scott, being a Negro, was not a citizen of Missouri, and 
consequently that the circuit court did not have jurisdiction. Unimpressed 
by this defense, the court took jurisdiction; but when it came to instruct- 
ing the jury, the Federal circuit judge, R. W. Wells, gave the ruling that 
the law was with Sanford.* 

As expected and prearranged, the case was now appealed to the Su- 
preme Court of the United States, where it was elaborately argued by 
learned counsel in February, 1856, and then reargued during the De- 
cember term. In accordance with its custom, the Court deliberated on 

* Vincent C. Hopkins, Dred Scott's Case, 182. "Why Mrs Emerson refused 
to allow Dred to purchase his freedom can only be conjectured." Ibid., 20. 

1 In giving judgment against Scott Cry Mo. 577) the supreme court of Mis- 
souri "based their opinion upon the ground that the laws of other states and terri- 
tories had no extra-territorial effect in Missouri, except such as Missouri saw fit to 
give them.” F. H. Hodder, in M. V. H. R., XVI, 6. The same court, however, in 
eight previous cases, had held that a slave, after living in free territory, became 
free upon return to Missouri It was now reversing its former rulings. See the article 
by Helen T. Catterall in Am. Hist. Rev., XXX, especially pp. 65-68. 

* Hopkins, op. cit , 23. 

* Misspelled "Sandford” in Howard's Reports. 

* Judge Wells, who gave this decision in the circuit court, was willing enough 
to have his decision reversed, and wrote to Montgomery Blair, counsel for Scott be- 
fore the United States Supreme Court, advising how this reversal might be obtained, 
pointing out that the Supreme Court would not be bound by local law as was the 
circuit court. Hodder, op. cit., 8, n. 15. 
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February 15, 1857, as to how the case should be disposed of. In this 
conference it was agreed that the Court should entirely avoid the question 
as to the constitutionality of the Missouri Compromise and should de- 
cide the case against Scott on the ground that, by the law of Missouri, as 
now interpreted in the state supreme court, Scott remained a slave despite 
previous residence on free soil. Justice Nelson was directed to prepare the 
opinion of the Court to this effect. 

It is not clear why the Court failed to accept Nelson’s moderate 
opinion, which left untouched the two vexed issues of Negro citizenship 
and Congressional power over the territories. F. H. Hodder argued that 
the responsibility lay with McLean of Ohio and Curtis of Massachusetts, 
and he quoted a contemporary letter from Justice Grier, declaring that the 
determination of these two antislavery justices "to come out with a long 
and labored dissent, including their opinions and arguments on both the 
troublesome points, although not necessary to a decision of the case,” 
compelled the proslavery majority of the Court “to express their opinions 
on the subject.” 0 On the other hand, Allan Nevins has contended that 
Justice Wayne of Georgia "must be included among those whose share in 
bringing about a broad decision was greatest.” Wayne, according to 
Justice Campbell, "stated that the case had been twice argued with thor- 
oughness; that public expectation had been awakened and a decision of 
the important question looked for; that the Court would be condemned 
as failing in a performance of its duty, and that his own opinion was de- 
cided that the Chief Justice should prepare the opinion of the Court, and 
discuss all of the questions in the case.” 1 Whoever forced the issue, the 
majority of the Court reversed their former intention and decided to give 
a broad opinion dealing with the whole question of Federal power over 
slavery in the territories. 

In violation of judicial propriety, Justice Catron confidentially re- 
vealed to President Elect Buchanan the revised intention of the Court; 
whereupon Buchanan inserted in his inaugural address a prediction that 
the nation’s highest tribunal would soon make a final judicial settlement 
of the vexed question of slavery in the territories. Buchanan's role in the 
Dred Scott decision was, however, even more intimate. Fearing that only 
the five slave state judges would join in the majority opinion declaring 
the Missouri Compromise unconstitutional, Buchanan, at Catron’s urg- 
ing, put pressure upon his old personal friend and political ally, Justice 
Grier of Pennsylvania, to join with the Southern judges. Grier agreed 
and, after showing Buchanan s letter to Taney and 'Wayne, wrote the 
President Elect: "We fully appreciate and concur in your views as to the 
desirableness ... of having an expression of the opinion of the Court 

8 F. H. Hodder, "Some Phases of the Dred Scott Case,” At. V. H. R., XVI., 
3-n. 

7 Nevins, Emergence of Lincoln, II, 473-477. 
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on this troublesome question.”* As Roy F. Nichols has concluded: "Bu- 
chanan's, therefore, may well have been the deciding voice that deter- 
mined the fateful Dred Scott decision. Had he not written to Grier, the 
latter might not have concurred; and had he not concurred, the five 
southern judges . . . might have finally refused to issue the dictum. 
Buchanan always had desired to be a member of the Supreme Court; in 
this instance he practically participated in their deliberations and influ- 
enced their judgment,”* 

Each of the nine justices issued a separate opinion. Technicalities 
make the case difficult and tiresome for the layman to follow, and this 
difficulty is heightened by diverse lines of reasoning pursued by the jus- 
tices even when concurring. To discuss the case in all its legal aspects is 
out of the question here. Two important questions were "decided,” or 
rather announced as decided , 10 by the majority of the Court: first, that a 
Negro “whose ancestors were . . . sold as slaves” u cannot become a 
member of the political community created by the Constitution and be 
entitled to the rights of Federal citizenship; second, that the Missouri 
Compromise law, prohibiting slavery in a part of national territory, was 
unconstitutional. It is because of these two fundamental points in the de- 
cision that the case possesses historical importance. 

In developing the argument to support these points Taney declared 
that Negroes were not citizens of the several states at the time of the 
adoption of the Constitution and that the language of the Declaration of 
Independence did not embrace them as part of the "people" of the United 
States. He then proceeded as follows: 

* Ibid., I, 108-111. 

» Nichols, Disruption of American Democracy, 66. 

10 The question as to Negro citizenship came up in connection with the de- 
fendant's “plea in abatement," i.e., Sanford’s plea to abate the jurisdiction of the 
Federal district court on the ground that Scott, beuig a Negro, was not a citizen 
clothed with the right of access to Federal courts. Because of the manner in which 
this plea in abatement had been dealt with, there was a difference of opinion on 
the technical question whether it was rightfully before the Court on the writ of 
error. Thus, while six of the justices Chaney, Catron, Daniel, Wayne, Grier, and 
Campbell) concurred in holding that a Negro could not be a citizen of the United 
States, only three of these six CTaney, Wayne, and Daniel) expressed this view 
after holding that the plea in abatement was properly before the Court. It has 
therefore been technically maintained that, while the question of Negro citizenship 
was dealt with by a majority of the Court, yet this question was not in fact ju- 
dicially decided. (G. T. Curtis, Constitutional History of the United States, II, 
268 £EO Because the Missouri Compromise question was taken up by judges who 
had previously held that the Cou« had no jurisdiction, it has been asserted that this 
problem also was not judicially decided. But see p. 113, n. 14. 

11 It should not be supposed that the slave ancestry of any particular Negro 
was involved: Taney was denying Federal citizenship to all Negroes, not merely to 
slaves or their descendants. His reference to ancestry should be read as a generaliza- 
tion concerning the dark race. 
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It is difficult at this day to realize the state of public opinion in relation to 
that unfortunate race, which prevailed in the civilized and enlightened portions 
of the world at the time of the Declaration of Independence, and when the 
Constitution of the United States was framed and adopted. But the public 
history of every European nation displays it in a manner too plain to be mis- 
taken. 

They had for more than a century before been regarded as beings of an 
inferior order, and altogether unfit to associate with the white race, either in 
social or political relations; and so far inferior, that they had no rights which 
the white man was bound to respect; and that the negro might justly and law- 
fully be reduced to slavery for his benefit. . . . This opinion was at that 
time . . . universal in the civilized portion of the white race. . . . 

The legislation of the different colonies furnishes positive and indisputable 
proof of this fact . 12 

There was at this time no constitutional definition of Federal citizen- 
ship, but the Constitution (Art. IV, sec. 2) provided that the "Citizens 
of each State shall he entitled to all Privileges and Immunities of Citizens 
in the several States.” Taney, however, drew a distinction between "citi- 
zenship which a State may confer within its own limits, and the rights of 
citizenship as a member of the Union.” A man might be a citizen of a 
state, he declared, but it did “not by any means follow . . . that he must 
be a citizen of the United States.” Though the general rule was that 
Federal citizenship resulted from state citizenship, yet, said he, there w r as 
a limit to this rule, for "no State can . . . introduce a new member into 
the political community created by the Constitution of the United States.” 
"It cannot,” he said, "introduce any person, or description of persons, who 
were not intended to be embraced in this new political family, which the 
Constitution brought into existence, but were intended to be excluded 
from it.” He therefore concluded that "Dred Scott was not a citizen of 
Missouri nothin the meaning of the Constitution of the United States, 
and not entitled as such to sue in its courts,” and consequently that the 
circuit court had "no jurisdiction of the case.” 

Earlier in the case, the Chief Justice had summarized as follows: 

1. Had the Circuit Court of the United States jurisdiction j 

2. If it had jurisdiction, is the judgment it has given erroneous or not ? 13 

This way of putting the matter implied that the second question 
should be entered upon only in case the first had been decided affirma- 
tively. Later in the decision, however, having decided the first question 
negatively, the Chief Justice added: "We proceed, therefore, to inquire 
whether the facts relied on by the plaintiff entitled him to his freedom.” 

11 19 Howard C60 U. S.), 407-408. 

11 For quoted passages, see 19 Howard 405, 406, 427, 4 j 0 , 400. 
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It was in this manner that he introduced the question of the constitu- 
tional validity of the Compromise act. Stressing the fact that slaves were 
property, and invoking the fifth amendment, which prohibits Congress 
from taking property without “due process of law," Taney declared that 
the “only power conferred” upon Congress by the Constitution in the 
matter of slavery in the territories was "the power coupled with the duty 
of guarding and protecting the owner in his rights.’’ 14 The Compromise 
act, he declared, was "not warranted by the Const itut' on” and was "there- 
fore void.” 

The scope of this book precludes the examination of the concurring 
opinions of Justices Campbell, Catron, Daniel, Grier, and Wayne. It is 
enough to note that each arrived at his conclusions by somewhat different 
processes of reasoning and that not all concurred with the Chief Justice’s 
argument in all points. The opinion of Justice Nelson has special historical 
significance in the fact that it contains the original opinion of the Court 
itself before the case was reconsidered. Nelson avoided both the question 
of Negro citizenship and that of congressional power over slavery in the 
territories. He held that the case was controlled by Missouri law, and 
that, despite previous residence in regions where slavery did not exist, 
Scott resumed his status as slave on his return to Missouri. 

There were two dissenting opinions, those of Justices McLean and 
Curtis, the latter being particularly important since it was widely circu- 
lated in the North and accepted by antislavery men as law and gospel. 
Curtis showed that before the adoption of the Constitution free Negroes 
were state citizens in New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New 
York, and North Carolina. He found "nothing in the Constitution 
which . . . deprives [them] of their citizenship”; and, in view of the 
reciprocal citizenship clause, he therefore concluded that such free 
Negroes were "also citizens of the United States.” In his opinion the cir- 
cuit court had jurisdiction; and, without the inconsistency attributed to 
Taney and the others of the majority, he proceeded to examine the case 
on its merits. He pointed out that, in the language of the Constitution, 
Congress is expressly granted the power to "make all needful Rules and 

* 4 Much has been made of the claim that Taney was going outside his province 
in declaring the Compromise act void after holding that the circuit court had no 
jurisdiction; and his announcement on this phase of the case has usually been re- 
garded at obiter dictum. Even so, however, it was a solemn announcement of 
judicial doctrine by the Supreme Court of the United States; and it has been main- 
tained by Professor E. S. Corwin that Taney's denial of the power of Congress to 
exclude slavery from the territories was not an obiter dictum at all, for a court is 
obliged to explore every pertinent phase of the case before it in order not to over- 
look any essential right that may be involved Corwin further concludes, however, 
that in supporting his opinion Taney used irrelevant arguments, incorrectly in- 
voked the principle of “vested rights,” and misapplied the "due process of law” 
doctrine. Am. Hut. Rev., XVII, 51-69. 

s' 
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Regulations respecting the Territory . . . belonging to the United 
States ; that the Constitution makes no exception to this power in the 
matter of slavery; that judicial construction for over fifty years would for- 
bid such an exception; and that “it would . . . violate every sound rule 
of interpretation to force that exception into the Constitution upon the 
strength of abstract political reasoning.” 

In Republican and antislavery circles the decision was denounced 
as a new and atrocious doctrine,” a "deliberate iniquity,” a “wilful per- 
version,” “a dictum prescribed by the stump to the Bench,” “the greatest 
crime in the judicial annals of the Republic,” and "entitled to just so much 
moral weight as would be the judgment of a majority of those congre- 
gated in any Washington bar-room.” On the other hand many influential 
newspapers in the North defended the decision, while in the South it 
was naturally accepted as the true interpretation. 


A ffairs in Kansas meanwhile contributed additional ammunition to 
„ “"ffn 3 ! 5 °[ Re P ubllcan and antislaver)' agitation. Premature and ex 

p rte efforts of an irregular nature were put forth on both sides to rush 
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£ $ Co’ l^n an/ IT* VOted d ° W ” the Senate 3 Out'of 

“ ,r S L ? 'S . f0 “°"'' !d ,here d " el »P“l » condition of 
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that if he had such power, the government would cease to be republican 
except in name. Governor Geary performed his task well, acting without 
partiality in suppressing lawlessness and doing much to restore order. In 
his annual message of December a, 1856, Pierce expressed "unmingled 
satisfaction” in the establishment of a "peaceful condition” in Kansas, 
and stated that through the "wisdom and energy” of Governor Geary and 
the "prudence, firmness, and vigilance of the military officers on duty,” 
"tranquillity (had] been restored without one drop of blood having been 
shed ... by the forces of the United States.” * Meanwhile Republican 
spokesmen were denouncing Pierce for what they regarded as proslavery 
interference. 

Geary was succeeded in March, 1857, by Robert J. Walker, who 
had been reared in Pennsylvania, had gone South, and had achieved dis- 
tinction in Mississippi politics, rising to the position of United States 
senator and later to cabinet rank as secretary of the treasury under Polk. 
The struggle for Kansan statehood now became acute with the controversy 
over what was known as the "Lecompton constitution." Under a census 
which omitted fifteen of the thirty-four counties of the state, a constitu- 
tional convention was chosen by less than a fourth of those listed as en- 
titled to vote, inasmuch as the free-state element refrained from partici- 
pating in what they regarded as a proslavery constitutional maneuver. 
Meeting at Lecompton, the convention so chosen (or rather a portion of 
it, for many of the delegates did not attend) adopted a slavery constitu- 
tion in which it was declared that the “right of property is . . . higher 
than any constitutional sanction, and the right of the owner of a 
slave ... is ... as inviolable as the right of the owner of any prop- 
erty whatever." After a struggle within the convention it was decided not 
to submit the constitution to an untrammeled popular vote: the people 
were merely permitted to vote for the "constitution with slavery," or for 
the "constitution with no slavery." In case of the latter vote, slavery was to 
exist "no longer” in the state (so read the voting formula) "except that 
the right of property in slaves now in this Territory shall in no measure 
be interfered with.” This meant that only the proslavery element had a 
ballot, and only such of them as favored the constitution, which, aside 
from the slavery matter, had various objectionable elements, such as pro- 
visions excluding free Negroes from the state and assigning "more than 
sixteen and a half million acres of land, approximately one-fifth of the 
territory," for the support of schools and favored railroad projects.* When 
the vote was taken (December 21, 1857), with the usual irregularities 
and frauds characteristic of Kansas elections in the fifties, the result, as 
officially announced, showed over six thousand votes for the “constitu- 

1 Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents, V, 404-407. 

a Nichols, Disruption of American Democracy, raj. 



1 1 6 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


tion with slavery” as against less than six hundred for the constitution 
"with no slavery.” Not only free-state men, but all who opposed the con- 
stitution, had abstained from voting. 

Though the Lecompton constitution was clearly a swindle and a 
fraud, President Buchanan now urged Congress to admit the state. He 
defended the action of the Lecompton convention and stated that, had 
the convention submitted the whole constitution to the people, the free- 
state men, whom he denounced as adherents of a rebellious organization, 
would doubtless have voted against it . . . not upon a consideration of 
[its] merits . . . , but simply because they have ever resisted the au- 
thority of the government authorized by Congress. . . .” Citing the Dred 
Scott decision, the President declared that "Kansas is ... at this mo- 
ment as much a slave State as Georgia or South Carolina.” Speedy admis- 
sion of Kansas, he said, would "restore peace and quiet to the whole 
country, while its rejection would be "keenly felt by the people of four- 
teen of the States of this Union, where slavery is recognized under the 
Constitution of the United States.” 3 


In the congressional struggle which ensued when the question of ad- 
mitting the state under the Lecompton constitution was presented, Doug- 
las courageously opposed the administration and broke with the pro- 
s avery Democrats; as a result he was furiously attacked and was read out 
0 * e P art y by the Buchanan element. At this stage there was even talk 
of the Republicans taking up Douglas and making him their leader. The 
} t0 admit I [ ansas with dle Lecompton constitution passed the Senate 
o° 2 1 ,.’ the V ° te finding Douglas in company with Seward, Wade, 
and Republicans generally. Since it was known that the bill could not 
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stitution was decisively rejected (11,300 to 1788). The r6Ie of Kansas 
in the sectionalization of the country had been pla) ed. 


4 

Amid this accompaniment of jarring sectionalism a note was struck 
in Illinois which vibrated through the coming years. "'A house divided 
against itself cannot stand.' I believe this government cannot endure, 
permanently half slave and half free." * The occasion was the meeting of 
the Republican state convention at Springfield (June 16, 1858); the 
speaker was Abraham Lincoln, whom the comention chose as their candi- 
date for the United States Senate. The new leader, now entering upon a 
hard-fought campaign with Douglas, was a rough-hewn product of pioneer 
Kentucky, his forebears reaching back among humble folk through Vir- 
ginia, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts to seventeenth century England. 
Shifting about in the streams of pioneer migration, Lincolns and Hankses 
had lived close to the soil in the backwoods manner without taking root; 
yet from their undistinguished lives and hardscrabble surroundings there 
had arisen the fire and sparkle of genius. 

To Illinois in 1858, however, Lincoln was no genius but a familiar 
and effective politician. Personally known to the common people as rail- 
splitter, flatboatman, storekeeper, country postmaster, surveyor, and cap- 
tain in the Black Hawk War, he had come up through the ranks as a self- 
made politician, had served four terms in the state legislature and one in 
Congress, and, as practicing lawyer, had traveled from county-scat to 
county-seat, mingling with the people on court days, amusing them with 
homespun stories and thrilling them with political speeches from the 
stump. Nor had he moved merely among the common people. He had 
married into one of the proud slaveholding families of the Kentucky aris- 
tocracy; he had risen to the top of the legal profession in his state; and 
from haring been one of the most prominent Whigs of Illinois he had now 
taken his place as an outstanding Republican leader. With his homely, 
nigged face, his backwoods origin, his tall, awkward form, his reputa- 
tion for honesty, his mental tenacity, his familiarity with the politician’s 
craft, his innate conservatism shrewdly combined with crusadino zeal 
his Jeffersonian philosophy, his power of invective, and his mastery of 
terse, epigrammatic English, he stood out in 1858, not only as a formid- 
able opponent of Douglas but as a vigorous spokesman of a new party 
that was profiting by the disruptive forces abroad in the land and gaining 
votes every day. After several years of slight political activity, .he .had 
returned to politics with redoubled earnestness in indignation at the 
repeal of the Missouri Compromise in 1854; he had become increasingly 


> Roy P. Basler et at , eds.. The Collected Works of 
Hereafter cited as: Lincoln, Collected Works. 


Abraham Lincoln, II, 461. 
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prominent by his denunciation of Douglas’s popular sovereignty; in 1856 
the Republicans in national convention at Philadelphia had given him 
no votes for the vice-presidential nomination; and he now gained ad- 
vantage and prestige by challenging the well-known Douglas to a series 
of joint debates at the time when Douglas was suffering by the party split 
between his own followers and the powerfully buttressed Buchanan fac- 
tion. In truth Lincoln had been publicly debating Douglas for years; but 
there was something in this formal series of forensic encounters which 
seized the imagination of the country. 

Opening at Ottawa on August 21 , the joint debates continued with 
the fanfare of western campaigning at Freeport, Jonesboro, Charleston, 
Galesburg, and Quincy, closing at Alton on October 1 5. Douglas taunted 
Lincoln with his seemingly radical "house divided” declaration, accused 
him of promoting a war of sections, ridiculed the idea of state uniformity 
as to domestic institutions, hurled sneers at “black Republicans” whom 
he accused of demanding racial equality, expounded his own doctrine of 
letting the people decide the slavery question, and scored Lincoln and 
his followers for seeking to abolitionize the country and for defying the 
Supreme Court. Bitterly did he denounce the alliance which he declared 
to exist between the Republicans and the Buchanan Democrats for the 
purpose of defeating him with the aid of Federal patronage in order to 
satisfy Democratic revenge for his "having defeated” the Lecompton con- 
stitution. "What do you Republicans think,” he said, "of a political or- 
ganization that will try' to make an unholy . . . combination with its 
professed foes to beat a man merely because he has done right? . . • 
You know that the axe of decapitation is suspended over every man in 
office in Illinois, and the terror of proscription is threatened every Demo- 
crat by the present administration unless he supports the Republican 
ticket in preference to my Democratic associates and myself.” 2 

On Lincoln's side the debate revealed that combination of conserva- 
tism with moral indignation and reforming zeal which has been mentioned 
as one of his peculiar characteristics. No Garrisonian abolitionist, Lincoln 
shared some of the Southern attitudes toward the Negro. Though he de- 
nounced the Dred Scott decision for its doctrine that a Negro could not be 
a citizen, he said very frankly: "... I am not in favor of negro citizen- 
ship. 3 Similarly, he emphatically disclaimed the doctrine of social equal- 
ity' for the races; declined to advocate the repeal of the fugitive slave law; 
took no stand against the admission of further slave states; and qualified 
his house divided declaration by explaining that it contained no threat 
of radical violence or sectional strife. At the same time the passionate 
sincerity of his hostility' to slavery gleamed through his rhetoric. "The 
difference between the Republican and the Democratic parties . . . [in] 

3 Lincoln, Collected Works, III, 211—212. 

3 Ibid., HI, 179. 
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this contest,” he declared, “is, that the former consider slavery a moral, 
social and political wrong, while the latter do not consider it either a 
moral, social or political wrong. . . . The Republican party . . . hold 
that this government was instituted to secure the blessings of freedom, 
and that slavery is an unqualified evil to the negro, to the white man, to 
the soil, and to the State. Regarding it an evil, they will not molest it in 
the States where it exists . . . ; but they will use every constitutional 
method to prevent the evil from becoming larger. . . . They will, if 
possible, place it where the public mind shall rest in the belief that it is 
in the course of ultimate peaceable extinction, in God’s own good time." * 

Though the speeches on both sides were long and elaborate, they were 
largely taken up with repetition, or with half serious, half playful banter. 
While Lincoln dwelt at length on the moral wrong of slavery, his con- 
structive proposals can be briefly summarized. Advocating no Federal 
interference with the institution in the states, he insisted that it he ex- 
cluded from the territories (this being his most important proposal); in a 
qualified manner he favored exclusion from the District of Columbia; * 
he held that the Dred Scott decision, in denying to Congress the power 
to exclude slavery from the territories, was erroneous; and, while avoiding 
any attitude of radical defiance toward the Court, he declared his expecta- 
tion that the decision would be reversed. With all his moderation and tol- 
erance, however, Lincoln managed to inject enough fire and righteous de- 
nunciation into his speeches to inspire radicals; meanwhile his abolitionist 
partner, Hemdon, kept in close and sympathetic touch with the antislavery 
wing. 

Lincoln’s shrewdness in proposing a set question to Douglas at Free- 
port, and Douglas's manner of answering it, were destined to have impor- 
tant consequences. "Can the people of a United States Territory," asked 
Lincoln, "in any lawful way . . . exclude slavery from its limits prior to 
the formation of a State Constitution?" If Douglas should follow the cue 
of the Supreme Court and answer No, he would disappoint many voters 
in his own state and in the North generally; should he answer Yes, he 
would offend his pro-Southem supporters in "Egypt” (Southern Illinois) 
and would alienate the slaveholding South. The chance that Douglas 
would lose the presidency in 1860 by an answer that would gain the 
senatorship in 1858 may not have been in Lincoln's mind; he was merely 
pursuing his relentless purpose, everywhere evident in the debates, of 
exposing the inconsistency between the Dred Scott doctrine and the 

* IH 4 ., III, 92-93- 

s The prohibition of slavery in the District of Columbia was advocated by 
Lincoln in a guarded manner and with the same qualifying conditions which he had 
proposed in Congress: abolition was to be gradual; it was to be accompanied by com- 
pensation to slaveowners; and it was to be subject to popular referendum in the 
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principle of "popular sovereignty,” and of widening the split between the 
Douglas and Buchanan wings of the Democratic party. Douglas replied: 

I answer emphatically . . . that in my opinion the people of a Territory 
can, by lawful means, exclude slavery from their limits prior to the formation 
of a State constitution. ... It matters not what way the Supreme Court 
may hereafter decide as to the abstract question whether slavery may or may 
not go into a Territory under the Constitution, the people have the lawful 
means to introduce it or exclude it as they please, for the reason that slavery 
cannot exist a day . . . unless it is supported by local police regulations. Those 
police regulations can only be established by the local legislature; and if the 
people are opposed to slavery, they will elect representatives . . . who will 
by unfriendly legislation . . . prevent the introduction of it into their midst. 
If, on the contrary, they are for it, their legislation will favor its extension . 6 

By this answer, or rather by Douglas’ s whole career in the later fifties 
of which this answer was but a logical part, the “Little Giant” had made 
himself unavailable as a leader of Southern Democracy. As to the out- 
come of the election in Illinois, it presented a paradox not uncommon in 
American politics : Lincoln’s party carried districts containing a larger pop- 
ulation than those carried by the Democrats, but because of an inequitable 
apportionment (made under Democratic auspices) Douglas obtained a ma- 
jority in the legislature, insuring his election . 7 Two outstanding results gave 
national significance to the debates: Douglas’s position was so advertised 
and clarified as to intensify the rift in the Democratic party; and the Re- 
publicans had found a new leader, for Abraham Lincoln had achieved a 
national prominence which caused him soon to be mentioned for the pres- 
idency. 


5 

While the repeal of the Missouri Compromise, the Kansas struggle, 
tire Dred Scott decision, and the Lincoln-Douglas debate were drawing at- 
tention to slavery in the territories, other factors served to emphasize an- 
other prolific source of unpleasantness in those clashes between the states 
which arose in connection with the escape of fugitive slaves. Though slave- 
owners recovered numerous runaways with a minimum of disorder, prom- 
inent instances of rescues or attempted rescues alwavs attracted more 
notice than the unobstructed or forcible return of slaves.^ Salmon P. Chase 
in Ohio so often defended fugitives in the courts that he was dubbed the 
"attorney general for runaway negroes”; but he was regularly on the los- 


* E. E. Sparks, ed., The Lincoln-Douglas Debates of 1858, 161. 

7 Thc thirty-five Lincoln members of the House represent a larger population 
than the fort)- Douglas members; and the eleven Lincoln Senators represent a larger 
constituency than the fourteen Douglas and Buchanan Senators.” Sparks, ed., 
Lincoln-Douglas Debates, 533. (Sparks quotes the 111 . State four.) 
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ing side, for the cases were decided against his clients both in Ohio and 
upon Federal appeal. Such was the case of one Van Zandt, seized in Ohio 
in 1842 in an attempt to rescue fugitive Negroes. The rescuer was sub- 
jected to heavy damages and penalties in the state courts which were sus- 
tained when the case was brought up to the Supreme Court of the United 
States. It was significant, however, that two of the coming statesmen of the 
Republican party, Chase and Seward, gave their services without compen- 
sation for the defense, and that both argued the invalidity of the fugitive 
slave act of 1793. 

Fearless abolitionists could always be found who defied the law, often 
in the name of religion. Samuel J. May, a Unitarian minister in Syracuse 
active in the antislavery crusade, led a righteous mob which rescued a fu- 
gitive Negro named Jerry McHenry in 1851 from the officers of the law. 
The Negro was taken by friendly hands to Canada, and the participants in 
the "Jerry rescue" remained unpunished. In 1854, when a Virginia slave, 
Anthony Bums, sailed north as a stowaway and was recovered by his 
owner in Boston, no less a man than Richard Henry Dana handled his de- 
fense; the local "vigilance committee” swung into action; a Faneuil Hall 
crowd listened to inflammatory speeches by Theodore Barker and Wendell 
Phillips; and a mob led by Rev. Thomas Wentworth Higginson stormed 
the court house and did battle with Federal officers in an unsuccessful at- 
tempt at rescue. When Burns was put on board ship for Virginia 1 100 sol- 
diers escorted him to the wharf. The "Boston slave riot” and the Burns case 
remained vividly alive both in Southern and in abolitionist consciousness; 
the year after his return to slavery he was purchased by Boston citizens 
and set free. 

One of the cleverest escapes was that of William Craft, who fled from 
Macon, Georgia. His quadroon wife under male disguise accompanied him 
as his supposed white owner, and the pair made their way to England 
with the assistance of the Boston vigilance committee. In another locality 
the affair of the Oberlin-Wellington rescue indicated the strong antislav- 
ery sentiment in the Western Reserve district in Ohio. At Wellington a 
crowd including a Sunday-school superintendent and an Oberlin profes- 
sor rescued a Negro from slave-catchers. Various of the rescuers were pros- 
ecuted for violation of the Federal fugitive slave act of 1850, while prose- 
cutions were instituted in the state courts against the slave-catchers on the 
charge of kidnapping. A compromise was struck and prosecutions on both 
sides dropped; but the incident left a marked impression. A similar inci- 
dent at Christiania, in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, resulted in a fatal 
riot in which Quaker bystanders, ordered to assist the Federal officer in the 
recovery of a fugitive, refused. They were prosecuted, but not convicted, 
on the excessive charge of treason.’ 

Most conspicuous in slave-rescuing enterprise was the "Underground 
Railroad.” With its "agents” and "forwarding merchants" it zealously pro- 
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moted the secret work of spiriting Negroes away from Southern masters, 
hiding them in barns or closets, moving them at night by definite “routes” 
and "stations,” and landing them in Canada. There they were on free soil; 
international usage did not require their reclamation as in the case of fu- 
gitive criminals. Thousands of the "best people” of the free states were en- 
gaged in this humanitarian but law-defying work; on the other hand there 
were counter activities in the North about which less is known — sinister, 
clandestine plots to kidnap free Negroes or reclaim runaways by harsh 
methods which disregarded legal process. 

A vexatious phase of the fugitive slave situation was the deliberate re- 
sistance which state governments in the North were ofFering to the recovery 
of slaves. Statutes known as "personal liberty laws” were passed to offer 
protection to Negroes seeking to evade or resist slave-catchers. 1 Many of 
the states denied the use of their jails for the detention of fugitives; state 
judges were forbidden to assist claimants; trial by jury was extended to Ne- 
groes claimed as slaves; and habeas corpus writs were directed to be issued 
by state authority for their release. States which had enacted laws of this 
general sort, though they differed in their provisions, were Maine, Ver- 
mont, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Indi- 
ana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 2 

Such action was denounced in the South as Northern state nullifica- 
tion, and in Ableman vs. Booth it received vigorous rebuke by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. The Booth case arose in Wisconsin. A fugitive 
slave had been rescued by an abolitionist editor (Sherman M. Booth), who 
was arrested and taken into custody by a Federal marshal for violation of 
the fugitive slave act of 1850. This Federal prisoner was defiantly declared 
to be discharged on habeas corpus writ issued under the judicial author- 
ity of the state of Wisconsin. The writ was unanimously sustained in a 
sententious decision of the state supreme court; and a serious jurisdictional 
controversy was thus engendered, involving the question whether a state 
court has the authority to release a prisoner held under the judicial author- 

1 Northern states tverc encouraged in the passage of such laws by a remark of 
Justice Story in what was known as the Prigg case. In this case the Supreme Court 
declared unconstitutional a Pennsylvania statute which made it a felony to remove 
a Negro by force for the purpose of slavery, on the ground that Federal power in 
the matter of fugitive slaves was exclusive. In delivering the Court’s opinion, which 
was unanimous. Story remarked by way of obiter dictum that state officials were 
under no obligation to observe that part of the existing fugitive slave law which 
called for their assistance, and even that state legislatures might forbid them to 
do so. The decision was hateful to both proslavcry and antislavery elements. 1 6 
Peters 539. 

In addition to these states, it should be noted that the territory of Kansas had 
its personal liberty law, passed in 1858, and that a high court in New York had 
ruled that slaves became free by being taken into a non-slave state. Cole, Irrepres- 
sible Conflict, 174. Some of the states, having had earlier personal liberty laws, 
enacted new ones after the passage of the Federal fugitive slave law of 1850. 
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ity of the United States for the violation of the Federal law. Since the state 
court had rested its case on the invalidity of the fugitive slave act, and had 
sought by state judicial process to ro3lce that law of no effect in Wisconsin, 
and since this example was being applauded in certain Northern circles 
with the prospect that it would be emulated in other states, the issue from 
the standpoint of Federal supremacy was a grave one. It was essentially 
the same issue as that presented by "nullification” in South Carolina and 
Georgia during the administration of President Jackson. The defiance of 
the Wisconsin state judiciary was especially manifest when the United 
States Supreme Court issued a writ of error in the Booth case; for the state 
court directed its clerk to ignore the writ. Under these circumstances the 
slavery phase of the case dwindled in comparison with the issue of Federal 
integrity in the face of state recalcitrance. Despite the certainty of criticism 
for taking sides in the slavery controversy, Chief Justice Taney issued a 
ringing opinion (1859) in which he asserted that supremacy of Federal 
jurisdiction in Federal matters was fundamental in the Constitution and 
in congressional legislation, and that the maintenance of such supremacy 
against state interference was vital to the government. It was an ominous 
fact that abolitionists in the North, having praised the defiance of the Wis- 
consin court, now launched their darts against the Supreme Court of the 
United States, accusing that high tribunal of "usurpation” and of pro- 
slavery “conspiracy.” 


6 

The potency of literature in the governance of men’s minds was forci- 
bly shown when in 1852 Harriet Beecher Stowe published her Uncle 
Tom’s Cabin, a work of popular fiction which set up a Christian martyr in 
black skin as hero, idealized the Negro, stressed his unhappiness in the 
South, and presented harrowing pictures of brutality. The factual basis on 
which the author chiefly relied was an abolitionist tract entitled Slavery 
As It Is, the Testimony of a Thousand Witnesses (New York, 1839) 
which was compiled by Theodore Dwight Weld and extensively circulated 
by the American Anti-Slavery Society. It was related that Mrs. Stowe had 
the pamphlet in her work basket by day, and under her pillow by night. 
Her Key to Uncle Tom's Cabin (1853) contains many extracts from the 
Weld pamphlet. The book was universally read, 100,000 copies being sold 
within two months and 300,000 within a year. The South considered the 
book a slander, regarding it not incorrectly as an abolitionist tract. They 
Vmrrt shift, sht ’piMic. twg tt, •itarA •pteaw gu» w. 'ubJah, Vtav&u wds. 

of slavery was revealed and that thoughtless readers would take the mur- 
derous brutality of a Legree for the typical attitude of the Southern master. 
A Southern woman of spirit wrote of trying to read Uncle Tom, but added 
she “could not"; it was "too sickening.” “Flesh and blood revolt," she said. 
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moted the secret work of spiriting Negroes away from Southern masters, 
hiding them in bams or closets, moving them at night by definite routes 
and “stations," and landing them in Canada. There they were on free soil; 
international usage did not require their reclamation as in the case of fu- 
gitive criminals. Thousands of the ‘best people” of the free states were en- 
gaged in this humanitarian hut law-defying work; on the other hand there 
were counter activities in the North about which less is known — sinister, 
clandestine plots to kidnap free Negroes or reclaim runaways by harsh 
methods which disregarded legal process. 

A vexatious phase of the fugitive slave situation was the deliberate re- 
sistance which state governments in the North were offering to the recovery 
of slaves. Statutes known as “personal liberty laws" were passed to offer 
protection to Negroes seeking to evade or resist slave-catchers. 1 Many of 
the states denied the use of their jails for the detention of fugitives; state 
judges were forbidden to assist claimants; trial by jury was extended to Ne- 
groes claimed as slaves; and habeas corpus writs were directed to be issued 
by state authority for their release. States which had enacted laws of this 
general sort, though they differed in their provisions, were Maine, Ver- 
mont, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Indi- 
ana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 2 

Such action was denounced in the South as Northern state nullifica- 
tion, and in Ableman vs. Booth it received vigorous rebuke by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. The Booth case arose in Wisconsin. A fugitive 
slave had been rescued by an abolitionist editor (Sherman M. Booth), who 
was arrested and taken into custody by a Federal marshal for violation of 
the fugitive slave act of 1850. This Federal prisoner was defiantly declared 
to be discharged on habeas corpus writ issued under the judicial author- 
ity of the state of Wisconsin. The writ was unanimously sustained in a 
sententious decision of the state supreme court; and a serious jurisdictional 
controversy was thus engendered, involving the question whether a state 
court has the authority to release a prisoner held under the judicial author- 

1 Northern states were encouraged in the passage of such Jaws by a remarJc of 
Justice Story in what was known as the Prigg case. In tliis case the Supreme Court 
declared unconstitutional a Pennsylvania statute which made it a felony to remove 
a Negro by force for the purpose of slavery, on the ground that Federal power in 
the matter of fugitive slaves was exclusive. In delivering the Court’s opinion, which 
was unanimous, Story remarked by way of obiter dictum that state officials were 
under no obligation to observe that part of the existing fugitive slave law which 
called for their assistance, and even that state legislatures might forbid them to 
do so. The decision was hateful to both proslavery and antislavery elements. 16 
Peters 539. 

In addition to these states, it should be noted that the territory of Kansas had 
its personal liberty law, passed in 1858, and that a high court in New York had 
ruled that slaves became free by being taken into a non-slave state. Cole, Irrepres- 
sible Conflict, 274. Some of the states, having had earlier personal liberty laws, 
enacted new ones after the passage of the Federal fugitive slave law of 1850. 
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ity of the United States for the violation of the Federal law. Since the state 
court had rested its case on the invalidity of the fugitive slave act, and had 
sought by state judicial process to male that law of no effect in Wisconsin, 
and since this example was being applauded in certain Northern circles 
with the prospect that it would be emulated in other states, the issue from 
the standpoint of Federal supremacy was a grave one. It was essentially 
the same issue as that presented by “nullification” in South Carolina and 
Georgia during the administration of President Jackson. The defiance of 
the Wisconsin state judiciary was especially manifest when the United 
States Supreme Court issued a writ of error in the Booth case; for the state 
court directed its clerk to ignore the writ Under these circumstances the 
slavery phase of the case dwindled in comparison with the issue of Federal 
integrity in the face of state recalcitrance. Despite the certainty of criticism 
for taking sides in the slavery controversy. Chief Justice Taney issued a 
ringing opinion (1859) in which he asserted that supremacy of Federal 
jurisdiction in Federal matters was fundamental in the Constitution and 
in congressional legislation, and that the maintenance of such supremacy 
against state interference was vital to the government. It was an ominous 
fact that abolitionists in the North, having praised the defiance of the Wis- 
consin court, now hunched their darts against the Supreme Court of the 
United States, accusing that high tribunal of “usurpation” and of pro- 
slavery “conspiracy.” 


6 

The potency of literature in the governance of men’s minds was forci- 
bly shown when in 1852 Harriet Beecher Stowe published her Uncle 
Tom's Cabin, a work of popular fiction which set up a Christian martyr in 
black skin as hero, idealized the Negro, stressed his unhappiness in the 
South, and presented harrowing pictures of brutality. The factual basis on 
which the author chiefly relied was an abolitionist tract entitled Slavery 
As It Is, the Testimony of a Thousand Witnesses (New York, 1835) 
which was compiled by Theodore Dwight Weld and extensively circulated 
hy the American Anti-Slavery Society. It was related that Mrs.” Stowe had 
the pamphlet in her work basket by day, and under her pillow by night. 
Her Key to Uncle Tom’s Cabin (1853) contains many extracts from the 
Weld pamphlet The book was universally read, 100,000 copies being sold 
within two months and 300,000 within a year. The South considered the 
book a slander, regarding it not incorrectly as an abolitionist tract. The? 
brew that the public would forget those passages is rr&eh ^ 

of slavery was revealed and that thoughtless readers would take the mur- 
derous brutality of a Legree for the typical attitude of the Southern master" 
A Southern woman of spirit wrote of trying to read Uncle Tom but added 
she “could not"; it was "too sickening.” "Flesh and blood remit” she said. 
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at such details as a "man sending his little son to beat a human being tied 
to a tree.’’ 1 

The significance of Uncle Tom's Cabin, as of similar mass attacks upon 
the popular mind, lay in the fact that the conflict of sections was becoming 
increasingly dramatized. Issues were becoming emotionalized; slogans were 
reducing public sentiment to stereotyped patterns; social psychology was 
approaching a hair-trigger instability. To this factor of mass psychology 
William H. Seward made a fateful contribution. Speaking at Rochester, 
New York, October 25, 1858, he said: "Shall I tell you what this collision 
means? They who think that it is accidental, unnecessary, the work of in- 
terested or fanatical agitators, and therefore ephemeral, mistake the case 
altogether. It is an irrepressible conflict between opposing and enduring 
forces, and it means that the United States must and will, sooner or later, 
become either entirely a slave-holding nation, or entirely a free-labor na- 
tion.” 2 Seward was now one of the foremost senators of the country and 
an outstanding leader of the Republican party with a fair prospect of be- 
coming their candidate for the presidency in i860. His actual conserva- 
tism as a practical leader was obscured and the substance of his speeches 
in general forgotten; but the phrase “irrepressible conflict” burned itself 
into public consciousness. 

A year after the speech was delivered old John Brown of Osawatomie 
broke out with an insane attack upon slavery in Virginia; and the sensitive 
mind of the South put the two together: Seward, the Republican spokes- 
man, was preaching the "irrepressible conflict”; John Brown was giving the 
illustration of it in blood and servile war! 

Scorning the "milk-and-water” abolitionists of the parlor variety, John 
Brown had said: "What is needed is action — action!” Long before his Kan- 
sas experience he had resolved to combat slavery by bloodshed and violence. 
Exalting this resolution to the self-immolating life-purpose of a martyr, he 
had sworn his sons to the support of his undertakings; and in the Pottawa- 
tomie massacre, albeit his complicity in this outrage was not generally 
known, he had demonstrated that murder in cold blood was part of his 
strategy. Writers who have studied the psychology of the man have called 
him insane; at the very least his mental condition was that of obsession 
and extreme, unbalanced fanaticism. Yet his strange, compelling personal- 
ity, lacking as it did the ballast of practical reason, had an undoubted 
power over men of culture and education. Men such as Gerrit Smith, The- 
odore Parker, S. G. Howe, and T. W. Higginson, were induced to give as- 
sistance, as well as substantial men less known, such as George L. Stearns 
and Franklin B. Sanborn. Tireless in his determined efforts, Brown ob- 
tained money and arms from respectable antislavery sources; established 

1 Mrs. Chesnut, Diary from Dixie, 184. 

= Frederic Bancroft, Life of tV. H. Seward, I, 458-459; George E. Baker, ed.. 
Works of William H • Seward, IV, 292. 



A House Divided 


125 


himself in Canada with a band of twelve whites and thirty-four Negroes; 
held a "Convention” (misrepresented as a meeting to organize a colored 
Masonic lodge); drew up a document called "Provisional Constitution and 
Ordinances for the People of the United States”; and concocted a daring 
plan of violent emancipation. Briefly, his wild scheme was to liberate 
Southern slaves by violence; establish them in mountain fastnesses; defeat 
any military force, whether state militia or Federal troops, that might op- 
pose them, organize the free blacks into a sort of government; teach them 
the mechanical and useful arts; take slaveholders as hostages; and force 
Southern commonwealths to adopt emancipatory measures. Having assem- 
bled his miniature army (twenty-one men in addition to Brown himself) 
at the Kennedy farm on the Maryland side of the Potomac across from 
Harpers Ferry, he devoted many weeks to waiting and preparation. It was 
from this point that, on the night of October 16, 1859, he led a forlorn 
and desperate band of eighteen followers, which included three of his own 
sons and five Negroes, to an assault upon Harpers Ferry, where he suc- 
ceeded in capturing the Federal arsenal and armory and seizing some of 
the citizens of the town and surrounding countryside as hostages. There 
was no response on the part of Virginia slaves. Refusing to retreat to the 
mountains while the chance to do so in safety remained. Brown fortified 
himself in the engine-house, where his hopeless little force was routed by 
United States marines under Col. Robert E. Lee. 

Virginia and the South responded to the raid in a frenzy of alarm out 
of proportion to the significance of so detached an incident; on the other 
side abolitionists were comparing Brown to Christ himself and were pre- 
paring for his apotheosis as saint and hero. Contempt of Virginia as of an 
inferior civilization was now the theme of antislavery speeches and edi- 
torials. Virginia, said Wendell Phillips, “is no government. . . . Virginia, 
the Commonwealth of Virginia! She *s only a chronic insurrection. . . . 
She is a pirate ship, and John Brown sails the sea a Lord High Admiral of 
the Almighty with his commission to sink every pirate he meets on God's 
ocean of the nineteenth century." * 

Amid furious popular excitement Brown and his conspirators were 
brought to trial; and on October 3 1 the jury found him guilty of treason 
against the state of Virginia, inciting slave rebellion, and murder. For 
these crimes he was hanged at Charles Town, December 2, 1859. Six of 
his followers suffered a like fate later; the rest had died or escaped. 

The results of the John Brown raid are to be measured in terms of so- 
cial psychology. Such an irresponsible and unsupported project presented 
no real' menace to Sbutftern civrteatian; 5 ut Southerners coufa' not target 
Santo Domingo, servile war was an unspeakable horror to them, rumor 
magnified the incident, and the whole effect was to dramatize anew the 
cause of Southern rights. There seemed a fateful unreadiness in the South 

* Speeches, Lectures, and Letters, by Wendell Phillips (1864 ed.), 27a. 
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The factional straggle in the Democratic convention at Charleston fo- 
cused on the wording of the platform, as if everything depended upon 
the precise phraseology which the party delegates should issue to the 
world. Two platform reports were submitted; they may be conveniently 
designated as the "Yancey platform” and the “Douglas platform.” The for- 
mer vigorously asserted that the Federal government, in all its departments, 
must protect slavery in the territories; the latter reaffirmed the Cincinnati 
platform, evaded the issue as to positive maintenance of slavery in the ter- 
ntories, and vaguely declared that the party would abide by the decisions 
of the Supreme Court. When the convention adopted the Douglas "non- 
intervention” platform, Yancey delivered an impassioned speech in which 
he attributed the existing discord to Northern invasion of Southern rights. 

cting upon an instruction from his own state party convention he now 
presented not a mere demand but an ultimatum: either the platform of the 
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conventions of Southern "bolters” were held at Baltimore and Richmond; 
for some of the Southern delegates had refused to go to Baltimore at all, 
while others conducted a rival convention in Baltimore. At both Baltimore 
and Richmond the Southern Democratic groups nominated John C. Breck- 
inridge of Kentucky for President and Joseph Lane of Oregon for Vice- 
President. 

In the interval between the conventions at Charleston and Baltimore 
the disruption of die part)' and attendant issues had become the theme of 
a rancorous debate in the United States Senate between Jefferson Davis 
and Stephen A. Douglas. A tiresome, legalistic discussion it was, each 
speaker trying to support his position by logic, history, the “Jaws of nature,” 
legal citations, and argumenta ad hominem. What is the meaning of non- 
intervention? Can the people of a territory, as a territory, decide for or 
against slavery, or do they first become invested with this power of deci- 
sion when forming a state constitution? What is the meaning of territorial 
sovereignty? Of sovereignty in general? Was the Ordinance of 1787 con- 
firmed under the Constitution? What was the true meaning and result of 
the action taken at Charleston? Who is responsible for dividing the Demo- 
cratic party? What are Democratic states? Are the Southerners denying the 
right of Illinois to be so regarded? Why cannot Mississippi and Alabama, 
which voted for Buchanan in 1856, support another candidate on the 
same platform in i860? Such were the questions threshed out between 
the spokesmen of the Northern and Southern factions. The debate hinged 
upon a series of resolutions introduced by Davis on February 2, i860, de- 
manding Federal protection for slavery in the territories; and at the con- 
clusion of the discussion the Senate affirmed the Davis doctrine by voting 
that neither Congress nor a territorial legislature could prohibit slavery in 
the territories, which were the "common possession” of all the states.* In 
this manner did the Democratic party (for such was the meaning of the 
Senate’s action) repudiate Douglas on the eve of a presidential election in 
which he was, after all, the leading Democratic contender. 


With all its high hopes the Republican party, in the pre-convention 
canvass, had only one unmistakably formidable contender for the nomina- 
tion — Seward of New York. Chase, with his well-known antislavery zeal, 
had a radical reputation which hardly fitted the Republican mood of 1 860. 
He lacked astute managers and even in Ohio he failed to muster the full 
support of the state delegation. Edward Bates of Missouri was conservative 
on the slavery question, enjoyed the powerful support of Greeley and the 

* Cong. Globe, 36 Cong., r s*ss., 658, 2311-1321. TV vote on this resolu- 
tion was 3s to 21, the opposition being made up of twenty Republicans and the 
Douglas Democrat, Pugh of Ohio. Douglas was absent at the time of the vote. 
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us, let us calmly consider their demands, and yield to them if, in our de- 
liberate view of our duty, we possibly can. Judging by all they say and 
do, . , . let us determine . . . what will satisfy them." * Lincoln’s atti- 
tude toward the Germans had been liberal and friendly. To many of them 
he was the second choice in case Seward could not be named. He was bet- 
ter able than any other candidate to muster the support of such diverse 
elements as the old-line Whigs and the crusading abolitionists; and, finally, 
he gained powerfully by the atmosphere and surroundings of the Chicago 
convention, where the "wigwam," a huge structure specially constructed 
for the convention's use, seemed to pulse with the spirit of the prairie 
West, and where resounding Lincoln “yawps” matched the lung power of 
the noisy Seward claque. 

On the first ballot Seward led with 173V4 votes to Lincoln's 102, 
Chase's 49, Cameron's 50(6. and Bates’s 48. Pennsylvania and Ohio gave 
Lincoln heavy support on the second ballot, in which he gained notably 
while Seward gained slightly. It was evident that “the field" against Sew- 
ard was combining upon Lincoln; and when on the third ballot the trans- 
fer of four Ohio votes gave him the requisite majority for nomination, one 
delegation after another changed their votes amid wild shouts, and can- 
non boomed to an eager crowd the news of Lincoln’s victory. 

Differences within the party were skillfully suppressed in the conven- 
tion, whose vote-getting platform vaguely reaffirmed the equality doctrine 
of the Declaration of Independence without defining it in terms of Negro 
citizenship. For the rest the platform deplored disunion; taunted the Dem- 
ocrats with sectionalism; recognized the power of each state to control its 
own domestic institutions; denounced Buchanan and the Lecompton con- 
stitution; and reaffirmed the Wilmot proviso, denying the authority of 
Congress or of a territorial legislature, or of any other power, to legalize 
slavery in the territories. Efforts to reopen the African slave trade were re- 
buked; the principle of a protective tariff was vigorously asserted; and sup- 
port was pledged for such measures as a homestead law, internal improve- 
ments, a railroad to the Pacific, and the encouragement of aliens. With 
just enough emphasis upon a limited phase of the slavery issue, this sec- 
tional party, strongly supported by eastern business interests which were 
now weaning the Northwest away from its Southern alliance, looked for- 
ward confidently to success at the polls. Its candidate could carry virtually 
the whole North. Beyond that the road could not be so easily discerned. 

One more party entered the lists. The former "American" or Know- 
nothing party, now calling itself the "Constitutional Union" party, meet- 
ing in convention at Baltimore, took an evasive, middle-of-the-road course. 
Ignoring the slavery issue, and spuming the disruptive force of party plat- 
forms, they appealed to a distracted country on the sole issue of the Con- 

* Lincoln, Collected Work i, HI, 547. In the original the passage quoted is in 
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in the Jeffersonian tradition, had prepared for the law, had gone as major 
of volunteers to Mexico in 1847, had served in Congress (1851-55), 
and, as Vice-President under Buchanan, had presided impartially over the 
Senate during difficult years of sectional discord. His expressed views on 
the issue of slavery in the territories hardly jibed with the Southern Demo- 
cratic platform of i860; for in supporting the Kansas-Nebraska bill he had 
declared that it placed the decision as to slavery in the hands of the people 
of the territories; and he vigorously denied that the bill legalized slavery in 
Kansas or Nebraska. "The right to establish involves the right to prohibit," 
he declared; "and, denying both, I would vote for neither." * 

When the votes were cast on November 6, it was found that Lincoln 
had 180 electoral votes; Breckinridge 72; Bell 39; and Douglas 12. Lin- 
coln had a clear majority in the electoral college and was validly chosen 
President, thus obviating the strife and uncertainty that would have re- 
sulted if the election had been thrown into the House of Representatives, 
as many had feared. He had scored heavily over Douglas in the East; in the 
western states he had won by a narrow margin; as a result he had the elec- 
toral votes of every Northern free state except New Jersey.* Breckinridge 
“carried” the entire lower South; in the upper South and on the border he 
carried only Delaware, Maryland, and North Carolina. Douglas’s twelve 
electoral votes came from Missouri and New Jersey. Bell carried Tennes- 
see, Kentucky, and Virginia. 

On a closer perusal of the election figures, significant facts emerge. 
As reported by Edward Stanwood, Lincoln’s total popular vote throughout 
the whole country was only 1,866,452 as against 2,815,617 for all his 
opponents (Douglas 1,376,957; Breckinridge 849,781; Bell 588,879)/ 
In ten of the Southern states Lincoln received not a single popular vote; 
the border states, taken as a section, placed him at the bottom of the list. 
The vote cast for Lincoln was the most sectional of all: Breckinridge re- 
ceived a far heavier vote in the North than did Lincoln in the South. Yet it 
is also significant that the Southern-rights candidate, Breckinridge, who 
has often been called the Southern “disunionist candidate" despite his 
pledges for the Union, failed to carry a majority of the popular votes of 
the whole South. In the slave states his total fell far short of the total given 
to his opponents. Taking Stanwood’s figures for the fourteen slave states in 
which popular votes were taken (there being no popular vote in South Car- 
olina), it appears Breckinridge had nearly 124,000 fewer votes than his 
opponents. When it is remembered that all Breckinridge’s opponents were 
opposed to secession, and that Breckinridge himself was not an avowed se- 

* Emerson D. Fite, The Presidential Campaign of i860, 335. 

* New Jersey gave four of her seven electoral votes to Lincoln and three to 
Douglas. Eugene H. Roseboom, A History of Presidential Elections, 183-184. 

* Edward Stanwood, History of the Presidency ... to 1897, 297. For variant 
totals, see W. Dean Bur nham , Presidential Ballots, 1836— 1892, 246. 
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cessionist, it appears that if the election of i860 registered any decision of 
the South as to secession, it was a negative decision. Since, however, these 
votes were virtually all anti-Lincoln votes, it may he said that they were 
chieRy votes to avoid secession by defeating Lincoln, and that such an anti- 
secessionist attitude was in many cases (we know not how many) consist- 
ent with a readiness to secede in the event of Lincoln’s election. 

Inasmuch as Lincoln’s opponents received almost a million more votes 
than did Lincoln, it is evident that he was a "minority President.” It seems 
but a corollary of this to say that he won merely because of a division 
among his opponents. A close study of the actual situation in the states, 
however, reveals the curious fact that Lincoln won not because of a lack of 
union among his rivals, but because of advantageous distribution of his 
votes among populous states where the large minority votes of his oppo- 
nents, even if combined, would have failed to "carry” the states, and would 
thus have been wasted. As his biographers have pointed out: "If all the 
votes given to all the opposing candidates had been concentrated and cast 
for a ‘fusion ticket,’ . . . the result would have been changed nowhere 
except in New Jersey, California, and Oregon; Lincoln would have re- 
ceived but 1 1 fewer, or 1 69 electoral votes — a majority of 3 5 in the entire 
electoral college.” * 


* Nicolay and Hay, Abraham Lincoln: A History (cited hereafter as Nicolay 
and Hay, Lincoln'), 11 . 295. Sec also Dumond, Secession Movement, 271 n- 
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The legislature of South Carolina, assembled at Columbia for the 
choice of presidential electors, received a communication from Governor 
Gist recommending that, in case of Lincoln's election, steps be immediately 
taken for summoning a convention of the sovereign people of the state for 
the purpose of severing their connection svith the United States. Popular 
sentiment in the state, so far as it was vocal and demonstrative, was now 
overwhelmingly in favor of secession and of a Southern confederacy; and 
when the news came that Lincoln had actually been elected, the excite- 
ment and indignation of the crowds which thronged the streets of Charles- 
ton reflected the genuine determination of an enraged people to have done 
with the Union once and for all. Declining the suggestion of a few "co- 
operationists” who favored an all-Southern convention or at any rate suffi- 
cient delay to allow other Southern states to be heard from, the legislature, 
without a dissenting vote, passed a law (November 13) calling a conven- 
tion to consider "the dangers incident to the position of flic State in the 
Federal Union." The parades and fireworks, the marching of minute-men, 
the display of the palmetto flag, the mass meetings to "endorse” the ac- 
tion of the legislature, the flow of oratory and the noise of cheering — all 
attested the jubilant popular feeling that secession was an accomplished 
fact, even before the convention acted* The feeling of the time was thus 
set down by a lady of South Carolina in her diary: 

{Nov. 8, i860.] Yesterday on the train . . . before we reached Fetnandina 
a woman cried out — 

“That settles the hash.” 

Tanny touched me on the shoulder. 

— "Look out! — Lincoln’s elected." 

“How do you know?” — 

‘The man over there has a telegram" 

The excitement was very great. Every body was talking at the same time 
— One, a little more moved than the others stood up — saying despontly [sic] — 

1 On October 5, i860, Governor Gist of South Carolina sent a confidential 
letter to each of the governors of the cotton states informing them that if Lincoln 
should be chosen South Carolina would call a convention, and asking whether the 
other states would cooperate. The governor of North Carolina replied that his peo- 
ple would not regard Lincoln's election as sufficient cause for disunion. The governor 
of Alabama answered that his state would secede if two or more others would set 
the example. The answer of the Mississippi executive was that if any state should 
move, Mississippi would go with her. The governor of Louisiana replied; “J shall 
not advise the secession of my State, and ... I do not think the people of Louisi- 
ana will ultimately decide in favor of that course.” The Georgia governor preferred 
to wait for an “overt act”; but from Florida the report was that the state was “ready 
to wheel into line with the gallant Palmetto State. . . Nicolay and Hay, Abra- 
ham Lincoln: A History, II, 306—314. 
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"The die is cast— No more vain regrets— Sad forebodings are useless. The stake 

is life or death — ” . , 

"Now did you ever!” was the prevailing exclamation, and some one cried 
out: "Now that the black radical Republicans have the power I suppose they 
will Brown us all.” No doubt of it. 2 

Composed of distinguished men, the South Carolina convention, 
whose delegates were chosen in popular mass meetings, held its sessions 
first at Columbia and later at Charleston. On December 20, by a unani- 
mous vote of 169 members, it passed a solemn “ordinance" declaring that 
“the union now subsisting between South Carolina and other States, under 
the name of the ‘United States of America,’ is hereby dissolved.” To make 
it clear that South Carolina was not in rebellion, but was merely separat- 
ing from “co-states,” a document known as “a Declaration of the Immediate 
Causes which induce and justify the Secession of South Carolina from the 
Federal Union” was issued to the world. In 1776, this document explained, 
the American colonies asserted that they were “free and independent 
states.” By the Articles of Confederation of 1778 each state retained “its 
sovereignty, freedom and independence”; and by the treaty of 1783 the 
British king acknowledged the former colonies to be “free, sovereign, and 
independent States.” The Constitution of 1787 was formed as a “com- 
pact," with the states retaining “reserved powers.” From this point, by 
reference to such matters as the "personal liberty laws” of the Northern 
states, and the fact that the non-slave states "have assumed the right of 
deciding upon the propriety of our domestic institutions; and have denied 
the rights of property established in fifteen of the States and recognized 
by the Constitution,” it was affirmed that the ends of government as in- 
tended in the Constitution had been "defeated.” A "sectional party,” so the 
Declaration continued, has obtained the “election of a man to the high of- 
fice of President of the United States whose opinions and purposes are 
hostile to slaver)'.” This man has declared that the “ ‘government cannot 
endure permanently half slave, half free.’ ” On the 4th of March this sec- 
tional party will take control, whereupon the “slaveholding States will no 
longer have the power of self-government.” Northern opinion “has invested 
a great political error with the sanctions of a more erroneous religious be- 
lief,” and "all hope of remedy is rendered vain.” For these reasons, the 
document concluded, the “People of South Carolina, . . . appealing to 
the Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of [their] intentions," 
solemnly declare that their union with “the other States of North America” 
is “dissolved.” 

South Carolina was now avowedly a separate nation. By its own state- 
ment it was separated not only from the North, but also from the South. 

This passage is found in A Diary from Dixie, by Mrs. Mary B. Chesnut. Ex- 
cept the last twenty-five words, the quotation is based on the facsimile facing 
p. Jodi; the rest is from p. 1. 
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Dissolution having been declared, various practical questions arose. Did 
the simple announcement of secession automatically abrogate all Federal 
laws within the state 5 Could the severing of relations with co-states be so 
quickly accomplished? It was obvious that separate state secession w'as, 
after all, not the objective. Cooperation being the objective, why were co- 
operatise methods deliberately avoided? What would be the good of South 
Carolina's secession if the state actually was to stand alone? Could the dec- 
larations as to isolated nationhood for the little commonwealth be taken 
at face value? If such nationhood really existed, then Federal functions 
would now become totally Carolinian functions; but how could this im- 
portant change be effected? Having pulled down a structure that had stood 
for three-quarters of a century, were the people “houseless and homeless’’ 
while clearing away the rubbish and reconstructing their home? Was 
Federal money still legal tender? What was the status of the Federal forts 
in Charleston harbor? What of the everyday functions of the postofEce; 
what of Federal customs duties and other taxation? Were things to remain 
in statu quo in order to prevent confusion, awaiting the action of the legis- 
lature as to the abrogation of specific laws, provisional arrangements being 
made until the legislature could act; or did all laws of Congress, with 
the official functions deriving from them, fall instantly to the ground at the 
moment of secession? It was recognized that no converse existed with the 
government from which the state had withdrawn, and that on various 
matters commissioners would have to be appointed to “treat” with the gen- 
eral government; but as to temporary adjustments in the interval before 
such negotiation should be concluded, or as to the appropriate action in 
case the negotiations should prove ineffective, opinions differed. These 
questions, which were never settled, serve to illustrate the awkward and 
somewhat anomalous position of South Carolina in the weeks ;ujt following 
secession. 

The situation in Georgia revealed a sharper difference of opinion 
among prominent leaders and a more vigorous opposition to secession than 
in South Carolina. The lack of unanimity in the state was illustrated in 
the national Democratic convention at Charleston in April of i860 when 
only a portion of the Georgia delegation followed Yancey in his bolt. In 
the election of i860, though the electoral vote of the state was cast for 
Breckinridge, the popular vote for Breckinridge fell short of the combined 
vote for Douglas and Bell. It must always be remembered, however, that 
a firm adherence to state rights, as firm indeed as that of South Carolina, 
W'as a powerful Georgia tradition, and belief in the "right of secession" was 
practically universal. 

It happened that the governor of the state, Joseph E. Brown, was an 
aggressive secessionist; and he lost no time in moving for immediate action. 
Just after Lincoln’s election, Brown addressed a message to the legislature, 
November 7, i860, recommending the calling of a convention, accom- 
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panied by vigorous military measures. 5 The purpose of the convention, in 
Brown’s mind, was to withdraw the state from the Union. 

There was able leadership on both sides. In addition to Brown, the 
cause of immediate secession found aggressive promoters in Iverson, 
Toombs, T. R. R. Cobb, and Howell Cobb; of those who opposed immedi- 
ate secession, while admitting the theoretical “right,” the most prominent 
were Alexander H. Stephens, Benjamin H. Hill, and Herschel V. Johnson. 
When the legislature met at Milled geville, the Breckinridge Democracy 
was, to use the words of Johnson, "rampant for immediate secession,” and 
its manner was "impatient, overbearing, dictatorial and intolerant. Be- 
lieving that the election of Lincoln was not “a sufficient cause to justify 
secession,” * Johnson urged both an appeal to the nonslaveholding states 
and a consultation of other Southern states in place of independent seces- 
sion by Georgia. The legislature was addressed by the fiery Toombs who 
spoke for immediate secession, after which the diminutive Stephens, 
emerging from political retirement, pleaded with much less force for 
“sober deliberation.” He would not secede merely because of Lincoln’s 
election; but was careful to add that the state’s honor must be maintained, 
even though it required disunion. Won over by the secessionists, the legis- 
lature rejected the plan of an all-Southern convention and issued a call 
for a convention to meet on January 16. 

In the interval before the assembling of the Georgia convention, three 
other states of the lower South (Alabama, Mississippi, and Florida) com- 
pleted their secession from the Union. In Alabama a vigorous minority, 
drawing strength from the northern counties, opposed immediate secession, 
urging that the action of the state be delayed while awaiting a Southern 
convention. Though it seemed virtually certain that the convention would 
decide for secession as soon as the matter should be put to a vote, varying 
shades of opinion found expression in four days of discussion. On Jan- 
uary 1 1 the convention was addressed by Yancey, who stressed the famil- 
iar, vague assertion that a sectional party was now in control of the gov- 
ernment and would use its power to destroy the rights of the South. The 
ordinance of secession was now put to a vote and was passed, 61 to 39, 
though at an earlier stage the minority report to avoid immediate secession 
had been defeated by the closer vote of 54 to 45. Florida and Mississippi 
had already acted, and they did so almost simultaneously. The Mississippi 
convention, 1 meeting at Jackson, passed its ordinance of secession January 

In this message recommending a state convention, Brown advised against the 
projected convention of the slaveholding states. U. B. Phillips, Georgia and Slate 
lUghts, Annua! Report, Am. Hist. As sn., 1901, II, 194. 

4 "From the Autobiography of Herschel V. Johnson, 1856-1867,” Am. Hist. 
Rev., XXX, 323. 

These secession conventions deserve more attention than can be given them 
here. Ralph A. Wooster, who has analyzed the membership of each of them, con- 
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9, by a vote of 84 to 15; the Florida ordinance was passed the following 
day, 62 to 7. 


4 

Four states of the lower South, constituting a majority of that section, 
had thus withdrawn. Conciliation schemes were now in the air. Bu- 
chanan's administration was wavering, meanwhile avoiding aggression; 
and the eight states of the upper South and the border, constituting a 
majority of all the slave states, were clinging to the Union and holding a 
moderate course. Under these circumstances there met, on January 16, 
one of the most important of all the Southern secession conventions, that 
of Georgia. In an atmosphere of revolution local mass meetings had been 
held, and able leaders had appeared on the stump. That union sentiment 
— i.e. a willingness to try further measures before appealing to secession as 
a "last resort" — was strong in the state, there can be no doubt. Some have 
maintained that this was the sentiment of the majority. Herschel V. John- 
son held the opinion that "a fair and energetic canvass would have showed 
a large majority of the people against the policy [not the right] of seces- 
sion.” The speaking, he said, was mostly confined to the secessionists, who 
insisted that secession "would be peaceable — that it would not bring war 
— that if it should the Yankees were cowards and would not fight — and 
that, at the worst it would be a short war, in which the South would 
achieve an easy victory . ..." 1 

When the convention met at MiUedgeville, with the "fiery Spirits" 
much in evidence, such men as Hill, Means, Johnson, and Stephens used 
their influence in opposition to secession; though Stephens "failed to make 
a zealous fight.” * Of great influence was the action of Toombs. Having 


eludes; "Places of birth and occupations seem to have differed little between im- 
mediate secessionists in the conventions and those who favored some form of delay. 
The secessionists were slightly wealthier and younger and held more slaves than 
their combined opponents. The difference does not seem pronounced enough, how- 
ever, to conclude that the slaveholders in the conventions formed a solid block for 
immediate separation. In Louisiana and Mississippi, for example, those favoring 
delay were the larger slaveholders. Too, the cooperationist faction had a slightly 
higher percentage of planters than did the immediate secessionists. The motives for 
supporting immediate withdrawal from the Union seem then to have had a deeper 
basis than personal characteristics of convention members alone.” Wooster, “An 
Analysis of the Membership of Secession Conventions in the lower South," 

XXIV, 360-36$ (Actg, r<isS). 

1 "From the Autobiography of Herschel V. Johnson,” Am. Hut. Rev., XXX, 

3 * 4 . 

* Johnson states that this was because Stephens had come to the conclusion that 
resistance to secession would be vain and would do more harm than good. Ibid., 
325-326. 
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changed his advice from time to time as he watched changing events in 
Washington, he came out on December 23 with a letter to the people of 
the state in which he said: “I tell you upon the faith of a true man that all 
further looking to the North . . . ought to be instantly abandoned. . • • 
Secession by the 4th of March next should be thundered from the ballot 
box by the unanimous voice of Georgia on the 2d of January next. Such a 
voice will be your best guaranty for liberty, security, tranquillity, and 
glory.” “ 

Already the legislature had appropriated $1,000,000 for military de- 
fense and had provided for raising a state force of 10,000 troops. In an- 
ticipation of secession, the Federal stronghold, Fort Pulaski at Savannah, 
was seized by Governor Brown’s order on January 3. When the crucial vote 
was taken in the Georgia convention on a motion to substitute “coopera- 
tion” for immediate secession, the count stood 133 to 164. It was thus by 
a narrow victory that the secessionists won; a change of sixteen votes in 
a total of 297 would have produced the opposite result. 3 4 Alexander H. 
Stephens stated that two-thirds of those voting for the ordinance expected a 
re-formation of the Union. The most powerful argument in the state cam- 
paign, he said, was that of T. R. R. Cobb: "We can make better terms out 
of the Union than in it.” c In a spirit of harmony and state solidarity, the 
Georgia ordinance of secession, passed on January 19, 1861, was signed 
by nearly all the antisecessionists of the convention. "And so the Rubicon 
was crossed,” records Herschel V. Johnson, “and . . . Georgia was 
launched upon a dark, uncertain and dangerous sea. Peals of cannon an- 
nounced the fact, in token of exultation. The secessionists were jubilant. 
I never felt so sad before. The clustering glories of the past thronged my 
memory, but they were darkened by the gathering gloom of the lowering 
future." Commissioners were sent from Georgia to other slave states to 
urge secession; and Johnson was asked to serve as commissioner to Vir- 
ginia. He had recently spoken in Richmond deprecating secession and 
urging tli at the Breckinridge policy would produce that result. He de- 
clined. "How could I have the face,” he said, "with that speech fresh in 


3 U. B. Phillips, Georgia and State Rights, 200, 

4 Aftcr this tcst votc had registered the victory of the secessionists, the seces- 
sion ordinance was passed by a votc of 208 to 89. Ibid., 203. . . secession senti- 

ment was strongest in the coastal area, in the newer cotton lands, and in the urban 
centers, while, on the other hand, delegates from North Georgia, the pine barrens, 
and the old cotton lands manifested a disposing to cling to the Union.” Horace 
Montgomery, Cracker Parties, 249-250. 

3 Phillips op cit 204. a. the speech of the "Commissioner from Mississippi" 
to citizens of Maryland at the time of South Carolina's secession, in which he stated 
that secession was not intended to break up the Union, but that the plan was to 
withdraw for the present in order to obtain guarantees concerning the rights of 
the South. Frank Moore, cd., The Rebellion Record (Diary), I, 3. 
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their memory, to urge Virginia to commit the same mistake which Georgia 
has done?” • 

The action of two more states would now complete the secession of 
the lower South; and such action was not long delayed. The Louisiana 
convention passed its ordinance of secession on January 26. Though this 
ordinance was passed by a vote of 113 to 17, yet the popular vote for 
delegates to the convention showed a much smaller proportion of secession- 
ists, the vote being 20,448 for secession as compared to 17,296 against 
it.’ On February 1 the Texas convention decreed secession by a vote of 
166 to 8. The distinguished governor, Sam Houston, was unwavering in 
his determination to adhere to the Union; but his vigorous efforts against 
secession were unavailing On March 18, 1861, he was deposed for refusal 
to take the oath to support the Confederacy. 

More than a month before the inauguration of Lincoln, secession had 
thus been voted in the seven states of the lower South. Once the movement 
had started, it gained momentum with each passing week until a vast, 
homogeneous section, with a similar climate and common economic inter- 
ests, presented a united front to the outside world. The legal formula by 
which this was accomplished was simple; and the work of secessionist 
leaders was facilitated by having a convenient constitutional device ready 
to hand, the device of a state "convention.” In constitutional theory all 
sovereign power rested in such a convention, which was elected by the 
people with the understanding that it should exercise ultimate and funda- 
mental powers of government. Popular referendums to ratify the action 
of state conventions had been used somewhat in the process of state- 
making during the Revolution and also in the subsequent period; but 
Southern opinion inclined to the belief that the conventions themselves 
were entirely competent to take final action, and that such ratifications 
were unnecessary. In Texas alone of the states of the lower South was the 
secession ordinance submitted after its passage to popular vote; * but the 
delegates who voted secession in the other states had just been chosen by 
the people and empowered with specific authority to take final action in 
the premises. 

« "From the Autobiography of Herschel V. Johnson," Am. Hist. Rev., XXX, 
317-328. 

r Moore, Rebell. Record (Diary), I, ao; Ann. C yc., i86r, 431. 

1 Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 193. (In the case of Louisiana the popular 
vote above mentioned had to do with the election of delegates to the convention, 
not ratification of the ordinance.) 
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the baseless fabric of a vision, which at the touch of the enchanter would 
vanish into thin air, but a substantial and might)’ fabric, capable of re- 
sisting the slow decay of time and of defying the storms of ages.” * The 
framers, he said, did not imagine that the Constitution would be so in- 
terpreted as to enable any state, by its own act, to escape its Federal obliga- 
tions. 

Having denied the validity of secession, the President then entered 
upon the question of national authority to resist secession, and concluded 
that making war against a state was not only not a valid Federal power, 
but that, if the power existed, it would be unwise under existing circum- 
stances to exercise it, for this would produce a fraternal conflict in which 
"a vast amount of blood and treasure would be expended, rendering future 
reconciliation . . . impossible.” "The fact is,” he said, "that our Union 
rests upon public opinion, and can never be cemented by the blood of its 
citizens shed in civil war. If it cannot live in the affections of the people, 
it roust one day perish.” The President then turned to another theme which 
was a central principle with Abraham Lincoln— the importance of the 
United States as a world example in self-control associated with popular 
government. By the shattering of the American republic, Buchanan said, 
"the hopes of the friends of freedom throughout the world would be de- 
stroyed, and a Jong night of leaden despotism would enshroud the nations. 
Our example for more than eighty )ears would not only be lost, but it 
would be quoted as . . . proof that man is unfit for self-government." 

The message showed that the President had thought the matter 
through with his advisers and that he had a policy. At the time of the mes- 
sage, secession bad not been actually consummated in a single state; and 
the President’s policy was not to spring suddenly to truculent and warlike 
measures, but to try compromise and conciliation. There is little doubt 
that at the moment the majority of the American people wished for such 
Conciliation to be tried. Peaceful adjustment being the purpose, the Presi- 
dent could hardly have chosen a different course. 

To the South Carolinian mind, however, conciliation was envisaged 
in terms of secession as a finality, while to Buchanan it was conceived in 
terms of the preservation of the Union. This was indeed a radical differ- 
ence of view; and when "commissioners" appeared in Washington from 
Soutb Carolina to "negotiate” on the assumption that the main issue bad 
already been fully settled without a struggle, and that nothing remained 
beyond the adjustment of details on the basis of South Carolina's inde- 
pendent status as a foreign nation Land that, too, before any other South- 
ern state had seceded), the President’s pro-Southern tendencies were put 
to a severe strain; and just at this juncture a vexing complication arose in 
connection with the furious controversy over the status of the forts in 

* Richardson, Messages and Papers, V, 616—637. 
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Charleston harbor. Buchanan refused to hand over the forts as South 
Carohna demanded; and Major Robert J. Anderson, in command at Fort 
fouhne, was under instructions from the secretary of war (a Southerner, 
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was not worth the candle, and that war was inevitable. Up to January 9 
only one state had seceded. 1 IE it be said that the secession of the others 
was certain, that is but reading backward. Only six states had seceded by 
the end of January; the formation of the confederacy of the lower South 
did not occur until February; and the close of the Buchanan administration 
found eight of the fifteen slave states remaining in the Union. 

With measures afoot to arert civil war, with many Southerners still 
talking of what "terms" they could obtain, with Virginians looking askance 
at the preripilateness of the lower South, it seemed more statesmanlike 
to strive to hold the remaining Southern states by giving compromise efforts 
a trial than hopelessly to close the door to reunion, which, in Buchanan’s 
view, would be the result of an aggressive policy. The key to the situation, 
in the new of moderates, was not at Charleston or Montgomery, but at 
Washington; it lay in the various efforts that were making to avert war. 
Buchanan's first hope for aroiding conflict and for restoring harmony in 
the country seemed to lie in the idea of a national convention. On this 
point Secretary Floyd made the following note in h is diary, referring to a 
cabinet meeting of November 9: 

His [Buchanan's] suggestion was that a proposition should be made for a 
general convention of the States as provided for under the constitution, and to 
propose some plan of compromising the angry disputes betw een the North and 
South. He said that if this were done, and the North or non-slaveholding States 
should refuse it, the South would be justified before the whole world for re- 
fusing longer to remain in a Confederacy where her rights were so shamefully 
violated. He said that he was compelled to notice at length [in his message to 
Congress] the alarming condition of the country, and that he would not shrink 
from his duty.* 

In succeeding weeks the plan of a convention was much in the air. 
It was particularly urged by border-state men. If called by the President 
or Congress it was thought that it might shift the center of attention from 
the lower South to the national scene as a whole. Furthermore, it would 
have satisfied the American legal mind: no other body of men could so 
thoroughly have captured the respect of the American people as a regularly 
chosen convention of delegates from the states. Though the seceded states 
might not have participated, they would have been in the minority in the 
South and their nonparticipation would have robbed them of the advantage 
of declaring that ev ery effort at redress had been tried without avail. There 
were those who felt that if such a convention had been called in November 
before any state had actually seceded, or at the first of the year, when South 
Carolina alone had completed its secession, it might have exercised a salu- 
tary and controlling influence on events. Other methods of conciliation 

J For a recapitulation of the dates of secession, see below, p. t 87 n. 

* Quoted in Auchampaugh, l ;i. 
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occupied the stage, and the convention idea never matured into action; 
but the fact of its being under contemplation will go far toward explaining 
the reluctance : of the Buchanan administration to take provocative steps 
which would jeopardize the efforts of peacemakers. 

1 C °” gr f s ' vas . in session beginning December 3; and in a bungling, 
legalistic fashion it was going about the business of saving the country. 
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domestic institutions thereof, including that of persons held to labor or service 
by the laws of said State. 

Though this amendment presented something of a constitutional 
anomaly in that it sought for all time to restrain the American people from 
abolishing slavery by a nation-wide constitutional provision, yet it was 
adopted, with some Republican support, by the requisite two-thirds of 
both House and Senate. 4 Fast-crowding events, however, soon altered the 
whole horizon, and the amendment failed of ratification. 

In the Senate the efforts toward compromise were officially centered 
in a "Committee of Thirteen,” composed of able men including Crittenden 
of Kentucky, Seward of New York, Toombs of Georgia, Douglas of Illinois, 
Davis of Mississippi, and Wade of Ohio. Unfortunately the committee's 
efforts were fruitless, and it reported no compromise. The failure of the 
committee was attributed by the Republicans to Southern insistence upon 
the “Breckinridge platform”; by the Southerners it was attributed to the 
unwillingness of Republican leaders to accept compromise. It is a fact of 
vital importance that in this "fateful hour" responsible Republican leaders 
— notably Seward and Lincoln — refused to accept any compromise which 
did not recognize the impossible Wilmot proviso. Lincoln’s position on this 
subject is exhibited in a letter of December rr, directed to William Kel- 
logg, congressman from Illinois and member of the committee of thirty- 
three. He said: "Entertain no proposition for a compromise in regard to 
the extension of slavery. The instant you do, they have us under again; all 
our labor is lost, and sooner or later must be done over. . . . Have none 
of it. The tug has to come, & better now than later." On December 1 7 he 
wrote to Thurlow Weed: "Should the convocation of Governors . . . 
seem desirous to know my views on the present aspect of things, tell them 
you judge from my speeches that 1 will be inflexible on the territorial ques- 
tion; that I probably think either the Missouri line extended, or Douglas’ 

. . . Pop[ular]. Sovereignty], would lose us every thing we gained by the 
election; that filibustering for all South of us, and making slave states of it, 
would follow. . . . Also, that 1 probably think all opposition, real and 
apparant [sic], to the fugitive slave [clause] of the constitution ought to 
be withdrawn.” “ With extreme caution President-elect Lincoln was at this 
time avoiding speeches and public statements, but was guardedly per- 
mitting various spokesmen to express his views for him. That he should 
advise a spokesman to tell others what he "probably” thought, was un- 

* Cong. Globe, 36 Cong., * sess., 1284-128;, 1403. The amendment was 
adopted by the House February 28, t86i (133 to 65) and by the Senate March 2 
(24 to 12). Many Republicans in the House (Sherman, Colfax, etc.) voted for the 
proposition; but the negative votes were, says Blaine, all Republican. In the Senate 
only twelve of the twenty-five Republicans voted in the negative. Blaine, Twenty 
Years, I, 266. 

• Lincoln, Collected Works, IV, 150, 154. 
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satisfactory; but it should be remembered that Weed and Seward were at 
this time more powerful in the counsels of the Republican party than the 
newly elected President. 

These statements of Lincoln referred broadly to the whole compromise 
discussion, but more particularly to the so-called "Crittenden compromise, 
presented to the Senate by the venerable John J. Crittenden of Kentucky. 
His plan in brief was as follows: Let slavery be prohibited in national ter- 
ritory north of the line 36° 30', but let it be established and maintained 
by Federal protection south of that line; let future states, north or south of 
the line, come into the Union with or without slavery as they wish; restrain 
Congress from abolishing slavery in places within national jurisdiction 
which may be surrounded by slave states; where intimidation prevents Fed- 
eral officials from arresting a fugitive slave, let the United States fully com- 
pensate the owner, recovering equivalent damages from the county in 
which the "intimidation, or rescue, was committed”; let the fugitive slave 
laws be vigorously enforced, and let Congress earnestly recommend the re- 
peal of the personal liberty laws, which, though null and void by the pro- 
visions of the Constitution, have "contributed much to the discord . . . 
now prevailing.” These compromise articles, when ratified, were to become 
amendments to the Constitution, and no future amendment was ever to be 
made which would authorize Congress to touch slavery in any of the states. 6 

The Southern Democratic members of the Senate compromise commit- 
tee (Davis, Toombs, and Hunter) had, naturally enough, declared that no 
terms should be accepted by the South unless supported by the Republi- 
cans, the party which would control the incoming administration. When 
Republican support was withheld and Southern "terms” not adopted, these 
Southern leaders considered that adjustment had been tried and had failed, 
and that the failure was to be laid at the door of the Republicans. This 
phase of the matter is to be borne in mind in its effect upon Southern 
opinion. 

Though Lincoln had little confidence in the Crittenden compromise 
(which, it was thought, might furnish a powerful incentive to slavery ex- 
pansion into Cuba and Mexico), and though he stood firm in his refusal to 
give up slavery restriction in the territories, he was ready to offer conces- 
sions on other matters. He reiterated his fundamental belief in the right of 
the states to maintain slavery in their midst and explained that he intended 
no interference with that right. He favored enforcement of the fugitive 
slave law. Furthermore, though this was a difficult concession for him to 
make, he was willing to accept a constitutional amendment protecting ex- 
isting state slavery. Not every phase of his attitude, however, was under- 
stood in die South, and he was dramatized as an opposer of all compromise. 

Having failed to achieve his peaceful objective through the work of 


6 Cong. Globe, 36 Cong., 2 sess., 114. 
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the committee of thirteen, Senator Crittenden proposed (January 3) that 
the people of the whole country be asked to vote in a solemn referendum 
on his compromise. It may be questioned whether his terms were the best 
possible, but they were earnestly designed to satisfy the South on those as- 
pects of the slavery question which were productive of discord; and, by a 
calculation based on the election of i860, it was estimated that an over- 
whelming majority' of the people of the country was “in favor of concilia- 
tion, forbearance, and compromise.” 1 The referendum proposal, however, 
was novel in American constitutional procedure; a majority of the Repub- 
lican senators did not favor it; and the chance for taking an appeal to the 
people was lost. In justice to the South, Republican responsibility for op- 
posing this promising effort to avert war must not be overlooked. 


3 

One of the most ambitious efforts to avert war was that of the Peace 
Convention — a conference of twenty-one states which assembled in Wash- 
ington on February 4 at the call of the Virginia legislature. The failure of 
this peace-making body was not due to lack o( distinguished personnel. It 
was presided over by John Tyler, the ex-President, and it included among 
its delegates such men as William P. Fessenden, Lot M. Morrill, David 
Wilmot, Reverdy Johnson, W. C. Rives, Salmon P. Chase, Thomas Ewing, 
Caleb B. Smith, David Dudley Field, James A. Seddon, and Stephen T. 
Logan. Though held in secret, its debates and proceedings were elaborate; 
hut its voluminous journal gives more evidence of disagreement and foot- 
less speech-making than of a genuine spirit of accommodation. The Con- 
vention was less formal and regular than il summoned by Congress; it was 
seriously weakened by the absence of all the states of the lower South and 
six others ; 1 it assembled too late in the game to be of controlling influence; 
and it was embarrassed by the indifference or opposition of radicals on both 
sides who deliberately withheld cooperation. Southern secessionists were 
proceeding with the formation of their Confederacy while the Convention 
was in session ; and they were displeased with the confidence which men of 
the border states placed in the prospect of compromise. Radical Republi- 
cans, on the other hand, made light of the Convention, or insisted that a 
“stiff” attitude be maintained by its Republican members. 

On February 27 the Comention presented to Congress a plan of con- 
ciliation involving seven amendments to the Constitution. In general the 
plan resembled the abortive Crittenden compromise: the Missouri Jme to 
be extended westward; slavery to be protected in territory south of that 

* Ann. Cyc., 1861, 700, 

* The slates unrepresented were Arkansas, Michigan. Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
California, Oregon, and the seven states of the lower South. 
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line; no further territory to be acquired without the consent of a majority 
of the senators from the slave states; Congress never to have power over 
slavery in the states, not even by a future constitutional amendment; slave- 
owners to be compensated when prevented by intimidation from recover- 
ing fugitives . 2 Virginia leaders themselves repudiated the plan of the Con- 
vention; and it received but negligible support when brought to a vote on 
March 2 in the United States Senate . 3 * This was a discouraging omen. If 
conference and deliberation among prominent representatives of the sev- 
eral states could not bring peace, the situation was indeed depressing. 

It is now a pathetic exercise to look over the public statements made in 
and out of the Convention by those who held high hopes that it would lead 
the way to reunion and adjustment. The Convention was called “in an ear- 
nest effort to adjust the present unhappy controversies . . . ,” the general 
assembly of Virginia had declared. "Our godlike fathers created,” said its 
president, John Tyler, and he added: “. . . we have to preserve. They 
built up. . . . You have ... a task equally grand . . . You have 
... to preserve the Government, and to renew and invigorate the Consti- 
tution. If you reach the height of this great occasion, your children’s chil- 
dren will rise up and call you blessed.” "Virginia steps in,” said W. C. 
Rives, "to arrest the progress of the country on its road to ruin. ... I 
have seen the pavements of Paris covered . . . with fraternal blood! God 
forbid that I should see this horrid picture repeated in my own coun- 
try . . .” "Sir, I love this Union,” said another Virginian, George W. 
Summers. “The man does not live who entertains a higher respect for this 
Government than I do. I know its history — I know how it was established. 
There is not an incident in its history that is not precious to me. I do not 
wish to survive its dissolution.” * As a lasting evidence of the strength of 
unionism in the upper South and on the border the Peace Convention is of 
historical significance; but this significance has reference to hopes of what 
the Convention might do rather than to its actual doings as expressed in de- 
bates and resolutions. 

The failure of the Convention is one of the tragedies of American his- 
tory; yet in this failure the radicals of both sides rejoiced. Zachariah Chan- 
dler of Michigan, in a private letter while the Convention was in session, 
wrote that "no Republican State should have sent delegates,” and that the 
"whole thing was gotten up against my judgment and advice, and will end 
in thin smoke. Then he added in a postscript: “Some of the manufacturing 
States think that a fight would be awful. Without a little blood-letting this 
Union will not, in my estimation, be worth a rush.” 5 

2 Cong. Globe, 36 Cong., 2 scss., 1254—1255. 

* Ibid., 1402. 

* L. E. Chittenden, Report . . . of the Conference Convention [etc.], 9, 14, 
J 35 -I 36 . 15:- 

Ibid., 468—469. The position of the lower South concerning the Convention 
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Meanwhile Buchanan’s matured policy was becoming more clearly re- 
vealed. That it involved a considerable degree of "stiffening," which even 
anti-Buchanan writers admit, was due not so much to change in Buchan- 
an’s attitude as to events themselves. In other words, Buchanan’s policy be- 
ing one of conciliation and union, his government inevitably found itself at 
odds with leaders of the lower South to whom disunion was already a final 
consummation. By retirements, removals, and reappointments in his cabinet 
an added tinge of staunchness for the Union and for enforcing the laws in 
the South was imparted. Strangely enough, the most sensational of these 
cabinet changes — the resignation of Cass — has been hit upon as signaliz- 
ing the opposite tendency. Cass resigned in mid-December when the ques- 
tion of the Charleston forts was under cabinet consideration; and his res- 
ignation has been usually represented as a bold, heroic refusal to remain in 
such bad company and an indignant withdrawal from a cabal of conspira- 
tors and traitors who were declining to resist insurrection. Representing a 
“Northern and loyal constituency, he could no longer without dishonor to 
himself and to them remain in such treasonable surroundings.” Such was 
his own rationalization as paraphrased by Nicolay and Hay, who add that 
"he could not stand by and see premeditated dishonor done to the flag.” 4 

The fact of the matter was that Cass's position in the cabinet was far 
from a commanding one, and that, on the day after sending in his letter of 
resignation, he requested Jacob Thompson to ask the President for its re- 
turn. One who closely studies the whole complex situation finds it hard to 
take seriously the loud protestations as to the rectitude of Cass in contrast to 
the alleged treasonable weakness of Buchanan. The retirement of Cass did 
undoubtedly weaken Buchanan at the North, where some of the newspa- 
pers praised the secretary and called the President a traitor. Under these 
circumstances, as Dr. Auchampaugh has explained , 7 Buchanan felt that a 
return to the cabinet would be interpreted as a victory of Cass at the Presi- 
dent’s expense; but he also realized that there must be no repetition of such 
an incident, for in the last analysis his administration must rest upon con- 
servative Northern opinion. 

Other changes in Buchanan’s cabinet had an explanation just the op- 
posite of that falsely offered for Cass’s withdrawal. Southern members re- 
tired; strong unionists took their place. Besides Cass, those who withdrew 
were Howell Cobb of Georgia, secretary of the treasury; Jacob Thompson 
of Mississippi, secretary oF the interior; and John B. Floyd of Virginia, sec- 


appears in the Itdlomng editorial cennaeot: " The 7 flic seceded states) hare . . . 
no longer the capacity to vote as States in the Union. . . . Whatever is done . . , 
in the way of conciliation, must be done without them, and submitted to them after- 
ward. . . .” New Orleans Daily Picayune, Feb. 8, 1861, reprinted in Dumond, 
Southern Editorials on Secession, 449. 

* Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, II, 398—399. 

* P. G. Auchampaugh, James Buchanan and His Cabinet, 72-73. 
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retary of war. Jeremiah S. Black of Pennsylvania, who favored “coercion” 
and die reinforcement of Sumter, was elevated from the position of attor- 
ney general to that of secretary of state; Edwin M. Stanton of Pennsylva- 
nia, a Democrat of staunch unionist sentiments, became attorney general; 
Joseph Holt of Kentucky, whose anti-Southern attitude was soon to become 
violent, 8 was transferred from the position of postmaster general to that of 
secretary of war; and John A. Dix of New York, a man thoroughly accept- 
able to unionists, became secretary of the treasury. 8 It was with this re- 
constructed cabinet that President Buchanan addressed himself in the later 
weeks of his administration, with increasing "firmness,” to the task of up- 
holding the tottering Union. 


The stiffening of the Buchanan administration was made evident in 
the President’s message to Congress of January 8, 1861. As one of the cab- 
inet members recorded, it was "written paragraph by paragraph in the 
presence of die Cabinet, and discussed as it was prepared." 10 No state, 

said Bu ^ anan ’ “ has a ri § ht b y own act to secede from the Union or 
throw off its federal obligations at pleasure.” The President, he said, had 
no right to recognize the independence of any seceded state; and as Chief 
Executive he had "no alternative ... but to collect the public revenues 
and to protect the public property so far as . . . practicable under exist- 

e g r 8h !' ad n ° nght t0 " ma be aggressive war upon any 

•. a G> i* 1C an dut y t° use military force defensively against 
JX'p 1 “ Ule Federal oncers • • • and . . . assail the property 

of the Federal Government" he held to be "clear and undeniable/’ Appeal- 

leva^of tif 3 ? 011501 :, ? t0 material consecrations, he stressed the rich 
itf which VT’ Vdt Up ° n itS advan tages, and warned of the calam- 
clarinv thofth ° W ° U d bring t0 eVery P ° rt5on of ^ country. De- 

s on at tiic T m ° Vement h3d b6en " baSed upon -isapprehen- 

Northcm States^h A ° f 016 ma i 0rit >’ several of the 

box the neonle the C ^ question were referred to the ballot 

a"™ rzfhi betorc h ' r preapiu[c 

try to dechre in the -Y i 3ppeal * • • to the people of the coun- 


serving peace, and’was'no"’af Bucha " an on thc desirability of pre- 
took Holts position as postmaster general. 30 ° n ^ B ad: ' Horatio Kn 8 of Maine 

resignation of^Cobb* the 'accMsion'of'Dix ‘h" trC3$Ury P ° rtf ° Iio ’ betWCen the 
10 StatCniCm ° E rhiIi P F- Thomas. Auch'ampaugh, , 74 . 



Buchanan’s Dilemma 


*55 


tinct and practical proposition for conciliation may drive us to a point from 
which it will be almost impossible to recede.” To the end of the message 
this tone of firmness for the Union was maintained; at the conclusion the 
President announced that the duty of protecting the national capital at the 
time of the coming inauguration would be adequately performed. 

The message was translated into action by the sending of a ship to 
reinforce the garrison at Sumter. At first favoring a powerful warship, the 
Brooklyn, for this purpose, the President yielded to the suggestion that the 
substitution of a merchant ship would give the expedition a less threaten- 
ing character. A coasting steamer, the Star of the West, an unarmed mer- 
chant ship, was sent from New York harbor January 5 with two hundred 
men, together with arms and ammunition, the purpose being to put the 
government in a stronger defensive position and thus present trouble. On 
arrival in Charleston harbor the vessel was fired upon by South Carolina 
guns on Morris Island and in Fort Moultrie, whereupon Major Anderson 
was on the point of returning the fire from Sumter, thus inaugurating civil 
war, when the Star of the West turned back and steamed out of the harbor. 

Thus not a shot was fired by the United States. As always in such in- 
cidents, each side considered the other the aggressor. Charleston resented 
the attempt to reinforce and deemed the expedition an invasion of an in- 
dependent state by a foreign power. On the other hand the Washington 
government stressed the nonaggressive nature of the expedition, pointed 
out that no attack from Sumter was in any way contemplated, and resented 
the firing upon an unarmed ship. Though the incident might have been 
taken as throwing down the gage of battle then and there, ensuing negoti- 
ations enabled it to be rassed over without precipitating war, though a sim- 
ilar expedition under Lincoln, an even less aggresshc one, did bring war 
three months later." The incident demonstrated two things: that there was 
dynamite in the Sumter situation, which became increasingly the pivotal 
point in prewar maneuvers; and that Northern sentiment applauded the 
President’s determination to hold Sumter and maintain Federal authority 
in the South, while at the same rime using every pacific resource within 
his reach. 

James Buchanan was a sincere Christian; and at the turn of the year 
he summoned the people to a Christian altar For humiliation and prayer. 
Proclaiming the 4U1 of January as the day for this purpose, he called atten- 
tion to the alarming and immediate danger threatening the Union and the 

»* On the d Jr the saf/ing of the Star cf the Wett, an order to wait the ihlp 
was issued by the w«r department with ihe President’* approval, because Anderson 
had luttntnl that reinforcement* be sent later 11 the government's leisure; but the 
order came too late to present tbe ship's departure. The countermanding order has 
occasioned additional criticism of Buchanan: but It slgnifird no vtiltnlnr of the 
administration's terser*! determination to hold Sumter. N loot ay and Hay, Lincoln. 
III. Clittis. Buchanan. II, 447; Crawford. Smmttr, t?6. 
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"fearful” panic and distress which prevailed in the land. Indeed, said he, 
"hope seems to have deserted the minds of men.” "In this, the hour of our 
calamity and peril,” he continued, "to whom shall we resort . . . but to 
the God of our Fathers? ... Let us implore Him to remove from our 
hearts that false pride of opinion which would impel us to persevere in 
wrong for the sake of consistency, rather than yield ... to the unfore- 
seen exigencies by which we are now surrounded.” 12 


In contra f t0 1116 air of 8 Ioom which hung over Washington, a pro- 
gram of confident action was being unfolded at Montgomery, where a new 
and thrilling Southern adventure was being launched. It is true that at 
the moment there were varying views as to just what this adventure was. 
I he Southern cause had long been conceived in terms of securing “South- 
ern rights m the Union; yet the Montgomery movement had significance 
on y as an abandonment of the old roof and an erection of a new political 
structure. To some this new structure was viewed in terms of state rights; 
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stitutional forms offered no just occasion for war. Under these circum- 
stances, with the hazard of war in the offing, the absorbing new political 
venture was in the foreground. 

Three main functions were performed by the convention: it made a 
constitution for the Confederate States; it chose the provisional President 
and Vice-President; and it acted as a provisional legislature for the new 
government pending the regular congressional elections. Constitution- 
making moved in old grooves; and in framing the new instrument for the 
Southern nation little originality was shown. In its general pattern the 
constitution closely resembled that of the United States; indeed at most 
points its wording was precisely the same. The main differences were in 
those features which looked to the guaranteeing of state rights, the safe- 
guarding of slavery, and the instituting of minor improvements in govern- 
mental machinery. 

The emphasis upon state rights was made evident at the outset; for 
the preamble recited that each state acted "in its sovereign and inde- 
pendent character, in order to form” — not a "more perfect union" but “a 
permanent federal government.” The importance of the states was also 
recognized by a provision that any federal officer, acting solely within the 
limits of any state, might be impeached by the state legislature. On the 
other hand, state officers, as in the United States Constitution, were to be 
under oath to support the federal constitution; and, in the Confederate 
States as in the United States, the federal constitution, laws, and treaties 
were declared to be the "supreme law of the land," binding upon state 
judges and enforceable against contrary provisions in state constitutions or 
laws. Moreover, the provision for a supreme court was carried over without 
change , 1 and this was true of virtually the whole judicial article. 

Restrictions upon the states were established in much the same terms 
as those of the United States Constitution. It was stipulated that no state 
should enter any alliance or confederation, coin money, pass any bill of at- 
tainder, or ex post facto law, or law impairing the obligation of contracts, 
grant any title of nobility, keep troops or warships in time of peace, form 
any compact with another state or a foreign power, or engage in war ex- 
cept in case of invasion or imminent danger. That a confederacy built 
upon state rights should place these limitations upon state governments is 
not so remarkable as might at first appear. State sovereignty was under- 
stood as the sovereignty of the people of the states; it was but an expression 
of this sovereignty when the people limited their own governments. A con- 
federacy without state limitations would have heen impossible, for in vari- 
ous spheres of governmental action federal authority would of necessity 

1 The constitution provided in Art. Ill, sec. i: “The judicial power . . . 
shall he vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior courts as the Congress 
mar • • • establish.” As a matter of fact, however, no supreme court was actuaVf 
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"hope seems to have deserted the minds of men.” "In this, the hour of our 
calamity and peril, he continued, “to whom shall we resort . . . but to 
the God of our Fathers? . . . Let us implore Him to remove from our 
hearts that false pride of opinion which would impel us to persevere in 
wrong for the sake of consistency, rather than yield ... to the unfore- 
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stitutional forms offered no just occasion for war. Under these circum- 
stances, with the hazard of war in the offing, the absorbing new political 
venture was in the foreground. 

Three mam functions were performed by the convention: it made a 
constitution for the Confederate States; it chose the provisional President 
and Vice-President; and it acted as a provisional legislature for the new 
government pending the regular congressional elections. Constitution- 
making moved in old grooves; and in framing the new instrument for the 
Southern nation little originality was shown. In its general pattern the 
constitution closely resembled that of the United States; indeed at most 
points its wording was precisely the same. The main differences were in 
those features which looked to the guaranteeing of state rights, the safe- 
guarding of slavery, and the instituting of minor impnwements in govern- 
mental machinery. 

The emphasis upon state rights was made evident at the outset; for 
the preamble recited that each state acted “in its sotcrcign and inde- 
pendent character, in order to form” — not a "more perfect union" but “a 
permanent federal government." The importance of the states was also 
recognized by a provision that any federal officer, acting solely within the 
limits of any state, might be impeached by the state legislature. On the 
other hand, state officers, as in the United States Constitution, were to be 
under oath to support the federal constitution; and, in the Confederate 
States as in the United States, the federal constitution, laws, and treaties 
were declared to be the “supreme law of the land," binding upon state 
judges and enforceable against contrary provisions in st 3 te constitutions or 
laws. Moreover, the provision for a supreme court was carried over without 
change,* and this was true of virtually the whole judicial article. 

Restrictions upon the states were established in much the same terms 
as those of the United States Constitution. It was stipulated that no state 
should enter any alliance or confederation, coin money, pass any bill of at- 
tainder, or ex post facto law, or law impairing the obligation of contracts, 
grant any title of nobility, keep troops or warships in time of peace, form 
any compact with another state or a foreign power, or engage in war ex- 
cept in case of invasion or imminent danger. That a confederacy built 
upon state rights should place these limitations upon state governments is 
not so remarkable as might at first appear. State sovereignty was under- 
stood as the sovereignty of the people of the states; it was but an expression 
of this sovereignty when the people limited their own governments. A con- 
federacy without state limitations would have been impossible, for in vari- 
ous spheres of governmental action federal authority would of necessity 

1 The constitution provided in Art. IH, sec. 1 : "The judicial power . . . 
shall be vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior courts as the Congress 
may . ■ . establish.” As a matter of fact, however, no supreme court was actually 
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be exclusive. Though this might result in placing bounds upon state gov- 
ernments, yet in the Southern mind (so far as the matter had been 
thought out by the few who had carefully pondered the subject) this 
process did not impair the right of the people of the states to recover the 
powers which they had intrusted to their confederacy. The constitution 
was ordained, not by a consolidated people, but by “the people of the Con- 
federate States, each State acting in its sovereign and independent char- 
acter.” It was no more a derogation upon state sovereignty for the people 
of the states to limit their state governments in the Confederate constitu- 
tion than to do the same thing in their several state constitutions, which 
had long been the practice. In fine, "state sovereignty,” as interpreted by 
Alexander H. Stephens, who wrote with unusual clarity on the subject, 
meant not the sovereignty of any government at all, but the sovereignty 
of the people of each state, considered severally. At some points the sov- 
ereign people would limit their state governments, at other points their 
federal government. 2 

Bestowing and distributing governmental powers as they wished, the 
people (or peoples) had also the right to recall what they had bestowed. 
This they might do by the process of amendment — or, if it should come 
to that, by secession. Consistency required that each of the states of 
the Confederacy retain the right of secession; and it is somewhat beside the 
point to urge that such right was nowhere specifically mentioned in the 
Confederate constitution. In the opinion of the Southern constitution- 
makers such mention was unnecessary, the “right of secession” being in 
no way vitiated by the lack of such mention in the Constitution of the 
United States. 

The "peculiar institution” was well buttressed in the Southern consti- 
tution. No federal law "denying ... the right of property in negro 
slaves” was to be passed. In all territory' to be acquired by the Confederate 
States slavery was to be “recognized and protected by Congress and by 
the territorial government”; inhabitants of the several states were guar- 
anteed the right to take their slaves into such territory. Whereas the Con- 
stitution of 1787 had employed a clumsy circumlocution which avoided 
the use of tire word "slave,” no such indirection was resorted to by the 
Southerners. The clause on reciprocal citizenship guaranteed to the citizen 
of any state the right of travel and sojourn with his slaves in any other 
state. Tlius, while it was conceivable that one of the states of the Con- 
federacy might have abolished slavery by state action, such abolition could 
not have impaired the slaveholding rights of citizens of sister states found 
within free-state borders. Proslavery sentiment, however, did not proceed 
to the point of legalizing the foreign slave trade. On the contrary the im- 
portation of slaves "from any foreign country other than the slaveholding 

A. H. Stephens, Constitutional View of the War between the States, surn- 
tnarued in Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 1 3 ff. 
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States or Territories of the United States of America” Has distinctly pro- 
hibited in the constitution; and the possibility of retaliation against slave 
states not joining the Confederacy was introduced by empowering Con- 
gress also to prohibit the importation of slaves from any such state. 

The framers of the Confederate constitution impros ed upon the Con- 
stitution of the United States in a number of minor ways, designed to pro- 
duce "the elimination of political waste, the promotion of economical gov- 
ernment, and the keeping of each echelon of [the] complex government 
within its appointed orbit.” So effective were these changes that Wil- 
liam M. Robinson, Jr., has termed the document "the peak contribution 
of America to political science." 1 The process of amendment was altered.* 
With certain exceptions Congress was not to appropriate money except 
by two-thirds vote of both houses. The amount and purpose of each appro- 
priation were to be precisely specified; and after the fulfillment of a public 
contract Congress was not to grant any extra compensation to the con- 
tractor. “Riders" on money bills were discouraged by the provision that 
the President might veto a given item of an appropriation bill without 
vetoing the entire bill. Each law was to deal with "but one subject,” to be 
expressed in the title. A step toward effective cabinet government was 
taken by providing that heads of executive departments might be granted 
seats in either house of Congress; and a reference to the congressional 
practice of asking heads of departments for estimates called attention to 
the budgetary function of the executive. Expenses of the postoffice depart- 
ment were to be paid out of the department’s revenue.* No bounties were 
to be paid out of the treasury; and no protective tariff was to be passed. 
The President was to be elected for the term of six years and was not 
re-eligible. Strangely enough, the unsatisfactory electoral college, which 
had not removed the selection of the President from the people as the 
framers had expected, but had distorted the popular vote when translated 
into final electoral votes, was carried over into the Montgomery document. 

Without waiting for the constitution to become final and definitive 
through the slow process of ratification, a full-fledged government was 
quickly launched by measures easily taken by the Montgomery conven- 
tion. Legislative functions were cared for by the convention constituting 
itself the provisional legislature of the Confederate States; and the two 

* Robinson, "A New Deal in Constitutions,” f.S.H., IV, 461 (Nov., 1938), 

* Amendments were to be proposed by a convention of the states and to be- 
come effective when ratified either by two-thirds of the state legislatures, or by con- 
rentions in two-thirds of the steles. Thus Congress wss given no power o! proposing 
amendments, and ratification was made somewhat easier. 

5 This sounded well, but the history of Reagan’s department showed that the 
payment of expenses out of postal revenue was possible only by the curtailment of 
service where particular postoffices proved unprofitable. See Walter F. McCaleb, 
"The Organization of the Post-Office Department of the Confederacy," Am. Hist. 
Rev., XII, 66—74 COct., 1906). 
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elective officials of the executive department, President and Vice-President, 
were chosen provisionally by the convention. 

The choice for President fell upon a man of high spirit. Though lack- 
ing the aristocratic ancestral background often associated with Southern 
leaders, Jefferson Davis rose to a career of wide influence and distinguished 
service. He was born in Kentucky in an unpretentious cabin, the tenth 
child of a pioneer family. His grandfather, Evan Davis, was a Welsh immi- 
grant who had lived in Philadelphia and had moved later to Georgia. The 
father, Samuel Davis, had seen service in the Revolutionary War in 
Georgia, had lived near Augusta for a time, and had moved with his 
family to Christian County in central Kentucky, where he was making a 
modest living as tobacco planter and stock farmer when his son Jefferson 
was born on June 3, 1808. It was something of a coincidence that the 
birthplace of the Confederate leader was not more than a hundred miles 
from that of Abraham Lincoln. The personal histories of the two men owe 
much to the adventitious fact that Samuel Davis, during his son Jefferson’s 
childhood, moved his family to Wilkinson County, Mississippi, while the 
Lincolns moved to Indiana and later to Illinois. Having obtained his edu- 
cation at Transylvania University (Lexington, Kentucky) and at West 
Point, Davis saw service in a Wisconsin army post and as a minor officer 
in the Black Hawk War. Then opened a new phase of his career when he 

1 a ™ y . and J ecame a Mississippi planter. His plantation “Brier- 
field, overlooking the Mississippi River, presented an example of slavery 
^ its best, for Davis’s manner was that of trustful kindness toward his 
egroes among whom he sought to introduce a regime of self-discipline. 
Having fi rst mar r.ed the daughter of Zachary Taylor C1835), who died 
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Yancey in preventing the nomination of Douglas at Charleston, he played 
his part in the breakup of the Democratic party. When, however, the 
prospect of Lincoln's election loomed in the campaign of i860, he "went 
to Douglas and offered to withdraw Breckinridge and even Bell ... if 
Douglas would also withdraw . . . ' * so that a conservative could be 
chosen upon whom all opponents of Lincoln could unite, and the Union be 
saved. The secession movement of i860 did not come of his choosing. On 
November to, 1 860, he wrote to Rhctt that he doubted w hether South Car- 
olina ought to withdraw from the Union by herself and feared that Mis- 
sissippi could not wisely follow her. He was not the only example of a 
leader prominent in the Confederacy who had been lacking in ardor for 
secession. 

As provisional Vice-President the comention chose Alexander H. 
Stephens of Georgia, a member, until recently , of the national House of 
Representatives. Stephens, as we have seen, had opposed the secession of 
Georgia, but bad no thought other than that of following his state, once 
secession had been decreed. President Davis took oath with high resolve 
and chose his cabinet; the provisional legislature passed an initial body 
of laws, which in various instances were but the re-enacting of those passed 
at Washington; ' commissioners were appointed to treat with the govern- 
ment of the United States; negotiations were set afoot to bring other states 
within the fold; and in this manner the new nation at the South became 
a going concern. 

Buchanan’s closing weeks need not detain us long. Federal arsenals 
and forts in the South were in many instances seized; but the national 
government retained possession in the notable instances of Fort Pickens 
at Pensacola and Fort Sumter at Charleston. It is significant of the psycho- 
logical importance of South Carolina to note that a so-called “truce” was 
arranged at Pickens which, had it been put into effect at Sumter, would 
have prevented a vast amount of trouble. The United States government 
was to land provisions in the Florida fort but was not to land additional 
troops; in return the Florida government agreed that its forces would not 
make an attack upon the fort. On the other hand. South Carolina opposed 
the landing of provisions and demanded Federal evacuation. The with- 
drawal of Southern members of the House and Senate intensified the im- 
pression of a crumbling union; and Southern oratory was tinged with 
tragedy and pathos as the seeeders gave parting shots in “farewell ad- 

* Dodd, Statesmen of the Old South, 229 See also Davis, Rise and Faff, T, 5 2; 
W. E. Dodd, Jefferson Davis, 189; E clearode, Deris, 94- 

7 On March 4, 1861, the Rules and Articles of War of the United States were 
adopted, with but few exceptions, for the Confederacy; on March 11 a committee 
was created “to revise the . . . laws of the United States, and report . . . such 
laws as are applicable to this Confederacy.” Journal, Confed. Cong. (Sen. Doc. 
No. z34. 58 [U. S.l Cong, a sess.), I, 103-105, 124. 
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dresses.” On February i r , Lincoln left Springfield and started east. He 
arrived in Washington on February 23, and his quarters at the Willard 
Hotel became, alike to serious statesmen and clamoring office-seekers, the 
temporary “White House.” Approaching his seventieth birthday, the 
harassed Buchanan stepped out of office, not sure whether the challenging 
movement at Montgomery, or the lingering Peace Convention, which con- 
tinued its sessions until nearly the end of his term, held the secret of the 
future. 



CHAPTER 8 


Lincoln and the Appeal to Arms 


Few Presidents have launched upon their tasks with prestige as slight 
as that of Abraham Lincoln on March 4, 1861. While the statesmanlike 
qualities of the "strange new man from Illinois" were still to be demon- 
strated, his superficial crudity was much in evidence. His homely appear- 
ance gave a handle to critics is ho ridiculed him as a “baboon" or "gorilla"; 
as to his probable conduct of the high office in which he had been placed 
by a minority of his country’s votes he was altogether an enigma. In the 
East especially he was distrusted and regarded as inadequate to the crisis 
which confronted him. His career had been largely that of a politician; 
and his popularity had come in part from the people's delight in a man 
who met them on their own level, made no pretense to superiority, and — 
to borrow a phrase from Stephen Ben£t — looked ‘like people >ou know." 
Though rot lacking in self-confidence, Lincoln at times showed acquies- 
cence in the notion of his second-rate qualities. He agreed with his friend 
Browning that Bates was probably the "strongest and best man" * the Re- 
publicans could run in i860; and after his nomination, in an autobio- 
graphical account prepared for the campaign, he acknowledged the "nar- 
row circumstances” of his origin among the “second families Such men 
as John A. Andrew, Charles Francis Adams, and Henry Ward Beecher 
distrusted Lincoln, and there were many who snobbishly dismissed him as 
a "simple Susan.” His trip as President-elect added nothing to his reputa- 
tion. His prudence in reserving his announcement of presidential policy 
for the inaugural address caused his speeches en route to seem colorless if 
not actually trivial; and the newspapers Injured him by giving unfortunate 
publicity to minor incidents, as when the new leader, whose fine chin was 
now marred by a new-grown beard, publicly kissed a little girl as his train 
stopped at her town and explained that the facial decoration had been as- 
sumed at her request. In the vivid words of Charles Francis Adams, Jr., 


Browning. Diary, I, 39}, 
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while Seward, the ‘small, thin, sallow man, with . . . the everlasting 
cigar, was laboring under a total misconception of . . . the logic of 
events, and while Sumner “talked like a crazy man, orating, gesticulat- 
ing, . . . and doing everything but reason,” Lincoln, an "absolutely un- 
known quantity, was perambulating the country, kissing little girls and 
growing whiskers! The outgoing President, thought Adams, made a better 


appearance on inauguration day than the incoming one. Despite his "wry 
neck and dubious eye, Buchanan was, he thought, "undeniably the more 
presentable man of the two; his tall, large figure, and white head, looked 
veil beside Mr. Lincolns lank, angular form and hirsute face; and the 
dress of the President-elect did not indicate that knowledge of the proprie- 
ties . . . which was desirable.” 2 The new administration began with a 
secret night ride to Washington to which Lincoln reluctantly agreed under 
pressure from advisers who feared assassination. While opponents abused 
lim or t ius creeping into the capital, and while cartoonists rudely carica- 
tured his alleged disguise upon changing cars at Baltimore, his friends 
W r Cr ^ 0ppreS , Sed " a sense humiliation. His preoccupation with hordes 
of office-seekers to the neglect of weightier matters, his social awkwardness, 
his caution, interpreted as timidity, in approaching critical problems, his 
inexperience m the management of great affairs, all contributed to the un- 
favorable impression. Many thought Lincoln would be President only in 

tration and h ^ W ° U W be the directin g force in the new adminis- 
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"no attempt to force obnoxious strangers among the people"; the sending 
of what came to be known later as "carpetbaggers” into the South was no 
part of his purpose. 

“Physically speaking," he said, "we cannot separate.” No "impassable 
wall” could be erected between the sections. They “cannot but remain face 
to face; and intercourse, either amicable or hostile, must continue between 
them.” “Can aliens [he asked] make treaties easier than friends can make 
laws? . . . Suppose you go to war, you cannot fight always; and when, 
after much loss on both sides, and no gain on either, you cease fighting, 
the identical old questions ... are again upon you.” 

As to slavery, he counseled the enforcement of all the laws, repeated 
his former declaration that he had “no purpose, directly or indirectly, to 
interfere with the institution of slavery in the States where it exists," and 
affirmed that ", . . the property, peace and security of no section 
arc ... in anywise endangered by the now incoming administration.” 
He closed with an ardent appeal to the Southern people: 

In your hands, my dissatisfied fellow countrymen ... is the momentous 
issue of civil war. The government will not assail you. You can have no con- 
flict without being yourselves the aggressors. You have no oath registered in 
Heaven to destroy the government, while I shall have the most solemn one to 
"preserve, protect, and defend” it. 

. . . We are not enemies, but friends. We must not be enemies. . . . 
The mystic chords of memory, stretching from every . . . patriot grave to 
every living heart and hearthstone, all over this broad land, will yet swell the 
chorus of the Union, when again touched, as surely they will be, by the better 
angels of our nature. 

For bis cabinet Lincoln had brought together a somewhat ill-assorted 
group whose appointment had been dictated by a variety of motives — 
recognition of rivals within the party, recognition of that wing of the Re- 
publican party which had Democratic antecedents, regard for sections or 
states, and fulfillment of campaign pledges. The two ablest ministers were 
probably Seward and Chase — Seward chosen because of his commanding 
influence within the party; Chase because of antislavery leadership, abil- 
ity, and prominence as a presidential rival. Welles of Connecticut was 
put in as a former Democrat and a New Englander. Cameron of Pennsyl- 
vania was reluctantly appointed in compliance with a prenomination bar- 
gain in which Lincoln personally had no part. It was plainly evident that 
this appointment went counter to Lincoln's better judgment. The official 
Family was completed by the appointment of Edward Bates of Missouri as 
attorney general, Caleb Smith of Indiana as secretary of the interior, and 
Montgomery Blair of Maryland as postmaster general. Lincoln had ear- 
nestly wished to include within his cabinet some representative of the 
South (.as distinguished from the border states), and had approached 
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John A. Gilmer of North Carolina on the subject; but his efforts in this 
direction did not succeed. 


A dispassionate reading of Lincoln’s inaugural address raises the ques- 
tion: Was there in Lincoln’s policy and in the circumstances of his election 
any such menace to Southern rights as would justify disruption of the 
Union? It is not to be expected that historians will agree on this contro- 
versial subject; in these pages it would be most inappropriate to attempt 
any answer in the tone of finality. All that need be done is to note briefly 
some of the leading considerations on both sides. 1 To the Southerners it 
appeared that the Republican party had been rather thoroughly abolition- 
ized. They could not forget that the party included Charles Sumner and 
that many of its devotees approved Helper’s Impending Crisis 2 and pro- 
claimed John Brown a hero. Nor could they overlook the fact that Re- 
publicans refused to accept the Dred Scott decision as final; that they had 
pushed their antislavery agitation with grim determination in the Kansas 
struggle; that the “personal liberty laws” of the North were largely their 
" or ’ at n ad been silent and noncommittal during the campaign 
i 860; and that he had by no means answered the questions in the minds 
Southerners in a reassuring manner. But even if the mildness of Lin- 
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ship in i860; and the South in general was in almost total ignorance of the 
real character of the man. Republican policy seemed to be under the direc- 
tion of others; and it was one of the unfortunate features of the situation 
that those others who were most prominently identified in the Southern 
mind with the Republican cause were of the threatening and intransigent 
type. 

On both sides there was irrational inference: misrepresentations that 
beclouded the air seemed more potent than essential realities which the 
people were not permitted to understand. The nub of the matter was not 
so much the genuine intention of Lincoln’s mind as it was the Southerner’s 
fear or belief, unjustified though it may have been, that Lincoln’s election 
signified an attack upon slavery in the states. Harboring such a belief, and 
remembering the “unsparing presentation of the evils of slavery in the Re- 
publican press," the Southerner tended to regard this election as a chal- 
lenge to his social and economic system. With such a conviction in his 
mind it was but natural to exercise the fundamental right of altering his 
government and throwing off an alien rule. 

In answer to these Southern contentions it has been urged that both 
Lincoln and the Republican party were fully committed to the policy of 
noninterference with slavery in the South; * that Republicans is ere ready 
to compromise any phase of the sectional conflict except that of slavery in 
the territories; that the states of the North stood ready to repeal their “per- 
sonal liberty laws”; that abolitionizing the South was no part of Lincolns 
plan; and that if such a plan had been tried the Southern states might 
have blocked it by their votes in Congress. In this connection the conserva- 
tism of Lincoln has been stressed. His Virginia ancestry and Kentucky birth, 
his many personal contacts with Southern friends or with Illinois friends 
of Southern antecedents, his marriage into an aristocratic slaveholding 
family, tended to make him a moderate and to draw him closer to the 
Southern point of view than to that of the New England antislavery ex- 
tremists. Those who argue thus have urged that Lincoln was nominated 
as a brake upon radical tendencies, that he was deliberately chosen by the 
Republican convention in preference to men who w ere considered more ex- 
treme. During the campaign of i860 Republican managers did their best 
to silence Sumner; they thought of his antislavery efforts as "rocking the 
boat.” It has been urged that the Republican party during this period was 
making vigorous efforts to draw moderates within its ranks and to avoid 
repelling old-line Whigs, of whom Lincoln himself was a conspicuous 
example. With its “big business" alliances, it was placing little emphasis 
upon the slavery question in i860; and "if the normal conditions of a 

* Confederate diplomats, seeking in 1861 to influence English opinion, ad- 
mitted (rather they emphatically declared) that Lincoln and the Republican party 
did not threaten slavery in the South. F. L. Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy, 
66 -« 7 . 
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peaceful Republican administration” had been realized, there was ground 
for expecting that "genuine abolitionists would have found themselves un- 
able to make substantial headway with their crusade.” 

The menace of Lincoln’s election has been elaborately studied by 
rofessor A. C. Cole; and his conclusions should be pondered by anyone 
interested in a closer study of the problem. Lincoln’s contacts, as Profes- 
sor Cole shows, as well as his Whig connections, were among the many 
factors tending to make him conservative on the slavery question; and the 
dread abolition’ heresy’’ was no part of his political background. Wien 
the Republican party was formed Lincoln was reluctant to join it; and 
while campaigning for Fremont in 1856 he studiously avoided "referring 
to himself or to his party associates under the designation, 'Republican.' ” 
Lincoln carefully explained that his house-divided speech could not be 
air > interpreted as proclaiming a general abolition crusade; in his Peoria 
° f ° ^ l 6 ’ l854, he admitted hl 's inability, "if all earthly 
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they contributed to Republican control. In the Thirty-Fourth Congress, 
whose second session opened in December, 1856, the Republicans had 
only 1 5 of the 62 senators, of whom the administration Democrats had 
40; of the 234 representatives in this Congress the Republicans had tog, 
the Buchanan Democrats 83, and the Fillmore Americans 43. In the 
Thirty-Fifth Congress C 1857-1 859) the Republicans again failed to 
muster a majority in either house. Coming down to December of i860 one 
finds that in the second session of the Thirty-Sixth Congress (elected in 
1858) the membership was as follows: in the Senate 26 Republicans, 36 
Democrats, 2 Americans, 2 vacancies; in the House 1 14 Republicans, 87 
administration Democrats, 24 “South Americans’’ (members of the Ameri- 
can party from Southern or border states), 6 anti-Lecompton Democrats, 
6 vacancies. Thus in this session the Republicans with their anti-Lecomp- 
ton allies had a slight majority, but only in the lower house. During this 
session the whole of the South Carolina delegation was absent from both 
houses, thus accounting for the six vacancies in the House and the two 
in the Senate .* 

As for the Thirty-Seventh Congress, elected in November of i860, it 
would not have been in Republican control if the Southern states had 
stayed in the Union and preserved their membership. Counting members 
elected and “to be elected" the Republicans could muster only twenty- 
nine in the Senate as compared to thirty-seven for the opposition; in the 
House the opposition could have mustered 129 to the Republicans’ 108. 
Thus “in neither the House nor the Senate would the Republicans have 
[had] a majority.’’ • Commenting on this situation Andrew Johnson of 
Tennessee stated on January 10, 1861, that if the Southern states re- 
mained in the Union the Democrats would command a majority in the 
Senate, that the opposition could block appointments and refuse appropria- 
tions, and that the incoming administration would come into office "hand- 
cuffed, powerless to do harm. . , T 


4 

The most important issues confronting the new President were the 
problem of conciliating the upper South so as to halt the secession move- 
ment, and the closely related problem of deciding what to do at Fort 
Sumter. Major Anderson, it will be recalled, had moved his force from 
Moultrie to Sumter, and his action was sustained by the Buchanan admin- 

* For these figures see IN. YJ Tribune Almanac, 1857, 16-17; J858, 16-17; 
1861, 16-18. 

* Rhodes, II, sot. 

* Cong. Globe, 3 6 Cong., a sess., 309 Clin to, r86rj. For a similar state- 
ment by A. H. Stephens as to Democratic control of both House and Senate, see his 
Constitutional View of the War between the States, II, 282 ff. See also Channing, 
Hist, of the U. S., VI, 232. 
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istration, Supplies and reinforcements were sent, but were not landed be- 
cause of the attack upon the Star of the West. To the end of his adminis- 
tration Buchanan refused to evacuate Sumter in compliance with the 
demands of South Carolina. One after another of the Federal strongholds 
and properties had fallen into Southern hands; but such incidents had 
been passed over by Buchanan without being treated as acts of war. Fort 
Moultrie and Castle Pinckney had been taken over by South Carolina late 
in December, i860; and the state authorities had proceeded to the gen- 
eral strengthening of various defenses at Charleston. Fort Pulaski at Sa- 
vannah was seized by Georgia state troops on January 3. Fort Morgan at 
0 1 e was ta 'en on January 4 by Alabama troops, and a strong garrison 
" as put in c arge. At Pensacola, though Fort Pickens was kept in Union 
possession, die Federal navy yard and Fort Barrancas were seized by Ala- 
ama and Florida troops, being surrendered by the Federal authorities 
(January 12) without a struggle. The most remarkable instance occurred 
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adherence to his inaugural pronouncement that further surrenders would 

not tale place. 

In a peculiar sense the "two sides" faced each other at Sumter. Should 
measures be taken there which appeared aggressive, there was real danger 
that the lower South would become Inflamed to the point of fighting, and 
that, once war was started, the upper South could no longer be held in 
the Union. Peace thus hung upon a trigger; and 10 male matters worse a 
time limit was added to the situation by the fact that Anderson's supplies 
were low and the garrison would have to withdraw, unless relieved, by 
the middle of April. For the President to withdraw the garrison was not 
so easy a solution as it seemed. It was sure to be heralded as an evidence 
of weakness, if not a deliberate evasion of presidential duty. By such a 
step the Executive would have sacrificed many of his best supporters in 
the North. 

Bv March, 1861, a substantial body of Northern public opinion had 
crystallized against further concessions to the South. Kenneth M. Stampp 
has carefully analyzed the reasons for this change.* The dominant business 
interests of the Northeast, which earlier in the crisis had favored compro- 
mise, now were "forced back to the point where they found it necessary 
to ’take sides’ for or against the Union." Holders of government securities 
"looked upon disunion as a menace to their investments"; other business- 
men "believed that the reduction of the government to impotence would 
not only destroy its own credit but depress every form of private property"; 
those to whom Southerners owed money feared the secessionists would 
make “depreciated paper money legal lender in payment of private debts"; 
manufacturers thought that the Confederacy, under its free-trade policy, 
would no longer patronize Northern markets but would buy direct from 
Europe. Faced with these economic realities, businessmen, "like other 
Yankees, . . . overwhelmingly chose the Union — even at the cost of 
war.” 

More idealistic Northerners also opposed further compromise. Many 
Northern patriots felt that "only by preserving the Union could Americans 
fulfill the promise of their Manifest Destiny.” They thought “the preserva- 
tion of America's political greatness was more than a duty they owed to 
themselves; it was a duty to mankind. . . . Many in the free states be- 
lieved that the sectional conflict was itself a struggle between democracy 
and despotism." Though some extreme antislavery spokesmen were willing 
to see the Southern states depart in peace from the Union, “there were 
more abolitionists who desired a war against slavery than there were who 
sought absolution from the national curse by speeding the departure of 
the South.” 


* Stampp, And the War Came, ioj , **3, 216, 241, 24s— 146, 251, 

XJ6-157. 
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Northern politicians, too, had come to be increasingly hostile to com- 
promise proposals. While, as Professor Stampp remarks, "it would be 
wrong to assume that most Republicans consciously placed party considera- 
tions above peaceful reunion," politicos could not but remember that the 
Whig party had been wrecked by its support of the Compromise of 1850. 
Sewards mild flirtation with compromise in December, i860, was enough 
to show that radical antislavery Republicans would bolt the party rather 
than make further concessions. "I helped to make the Republican party,” 
William H. Herndon, Lincoln’s abolitionist law partner exclaimed, “and 
if it forsakes its distinctive ideas, I can help to tear it down, and help to 
erect a new party that shall never cower to any slave driver.” Professor 
tampp concludes : ... it was all too evident that reunion through com- 
promise was impossible without the death of the Republican party, and 
there were few of its members who chose to make that sacrifice.” 

Despite this gradual hardening of Northern sentiment, Lincoln was 
most reluctant to abandon the idea of compromise; especially was he re- 
uctant to orce the issue at Fort Sumter. His closest advisers advocated 
concessions to the South. General Winfield Scott, veteran head of the 
army, argue at the sending of a sufficiently powerful provisioning or 
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same time he considered the possibility that he might yield at Sumter and 
still carry out his announced policy by remaining "firm" at Pickens, where 
the psychology of the situation was less threatening; • and indeed on 
March 12 he ordered the reinforcement of the Florida fort. During the 
early necks of his administration there were several developments which 
gave the distinct impression that the government at Washington was plan- 
ning the evacuation of Sumter. Indirect communications occurred be- 
tween Seward, widely regarded as the "spokesman” of the administration, 
and the Confederate commissioners at Washington. Though Seward did 
not actually “recognize" the Confederacy by receiving these commissioners 
officially, he did deal with them through go-betweens, especially Justices 
Nelson and Campbell of the United States Supreme Court. To these men, 
who were going back and forth between the commissioners and himself, 
Seward gave assurances m harmony with his own sincere wish that 
Sumter should be evacuated. This was regarded by the commissioners and 
by Southern leaders generally as a "promise” that the garrison would be 
withdrawn, though Lincoln himself had given no such promise. 

But during the last few days of March a series of developments com- 
pelled Lincoln to abandon any idea of yielding Sumter. Failure to hear 
whether his order for the reinforcement of Fort Pickens had been obeyed 
obliged him to contemplate a new course.’ Perhaps he sensed the harden- 
ing of Northern opinion against further concessions to the South in the 
resolutions which Lyman Trumbull introduced in the Senate on March 28, 
to the effect that "it is the duty of the President to use all the means in his 
power to hold and protect the public property of the United States,” • The 
same day his faith in his military advisers was shaken when General 
Scott, on political grounds, advised yielding both Pickens and Sumter to 
the Confederates. The next day, on polling the cabinet again, be found 
only Smith and Seward in favor of giving up the South Carolina fort, and 
the secretary of state forfeited much of Lincoln's confidence by proposing 
on April 1 to "Change the question before the Public from one upon 
Slavery, or about Slavery, for a question upon Union or Disunion” through 
making categorical demands upon Spain, France, Great Britain, and 
Russia, follow ed inevitably by war against the first two of those powers.* 

Having tested the possibilities that lay in the policy of evacuation and 

* In The Lincoln Nobody Knows (pp. Hi-121), Professor Richard N. Cur- 
rent finds the story of Lincoln's negotiations with Virginia "questionable” and 
"casts doubt on the Lincoln version" of his willingness to surrender Sumter tf he 
could keep Pickens. 

T Lincoln, Collected Works, IV, 424—425. Not until April 6 did Lincoln 
leans that his order to reinforce Pickens had, through a misunderstanding of the 
local commander, not been executed. After new orders from the President, Picket:* 
was reinforced on April ti and remained in Union hands throughout the war. 

* Potter, Lincoln and His Party, 360. 

* Lincoln, Collected Works, IV, 317. 
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having sounded public opinion on the subject, Lincoln ordered two relief 
expeditions to be fitted out, one designed for Sumter and the other for 
Pickens. On April 4 he put Captain Gustavus Vasa Fox in command of 
the Sumter expedition and notified Anderson “the expedition will go for- 
ward. Two days later he ordered Robert S. Chew, a clerk in the state 
department, to proceed to South Carolina and to inform Governor Pickens : 

I am directed by the President of the United States to notify you to expect 
an attempt will be made to supply Fort-Sumter [sic] with provisions only; 
and that, if such attempt be not resisted, no effort to throw in men, arms, 
or ammunition, will be made, without further notice, or in case of an at- 
tack upon the Fort.” 10 


Did Lincoln anticipate that sending this expedition to provision Fort 
Sumter would precipitate a civil war? Even at the time there were those 
who claimed that Lincoln well knew the consequences of his action and 
deliberately tricked the Confederacy into firing the first shot. There is 
indeed some evidence to support this view. "You and I both anticipated,” 
Lincoln wrote to Captain Fox in May, 1861, “that the cause of the 
country would be advanced by making the attempt to provision Fort- 
Sumpter [sic], even if it should fail; and it is no small consolation now to 
feel that our anticipation is justified by the result.” 11 On Tulv a, the 
President told his friend Orville H. Browning: “The plan [sending sup- 
plies to Major Anderson] succeeded. They attacked Sumter-it fell, and 
ius did more service than it otherwise could.” 13 The distinguished 
Southern historian Charles W. Ramsdell has argued: “. . . Lincoln, 
iming decided that . there was no other way than war for the salvation of 
s adnumstrabon, his party, and die Union, maneuvered die Confederates 

the bhme n! first . shot J n ° rder they, rather than he, should take 
the blame of beginning bloodshed.” 13 

One mtistT^ ^' St0 - rians f ^ at this is a distortion of Lincoln’s motives. 

wniine to -fen I’ C °T’ * at LinC ° ln ' Vas no and diat he was 

willing to accept war rather than permit the dissolution of die Union. Yet 


serious muddle.' Orders issued th IOn ,° l h e Su mter plan became involved in a 
assigned a powerful warship the p” ^1 ccrctar >’ Welles of the navy department 

pul through an order which' the P ° U - t0 '!' C ® umtcr expedition; hut Seward 

Powhatan to another' fleet desien iT ! len(X wit hout reading, transferring the 
directing him to restom thc X ,o ,hc S ' Vhcn J . I f n “ I » overruled Seward, 
matter by sending the new nrrW ■ t,- ^ um cr expedition, Seward bungled the 

Powhatan refused to obey it in imn” v' S 0,vn nalne: ar| d the commander of the 
name. Thus the Powhatan did nnt 10 ? to l ^ c Previous order in the President's 
the expedition could not be successful." 1 * * C SumtCr cx Pedition; and without it 
” I bid., IV, 351. 


'• Browning, Diary, I, 476. 

Ramsdell. Lincoln and Fort Sumter," III, 259-288. 
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CHARLESTON' If ARBOR 


it is hard to see how , short of acquiescing (n Southern independence, he 
could ha\e followed a more nonaggressive course. From the day of his 
inaugural to the time of the Confederate attack on Fort Sumter, he care- 
fully refrained from any precautionary assembling of Federal troops, from 
any issuing of belligerent public statements, and from any attempts to re- 
possess Federal possessions already taken oscr by the Confederacy. So far 
as Sumter was concerned, the approaching exhaustion of supplies in the 
fort made some change in the situation inevitable; but Lincoln’s course 
offered the nearest approach to the preservation of the sutns quo which 
was possible. The expedition was directed not to reinforce but to provision 
Major Anderson’s men; it was not stealthily sent, but due notice of its 
pacific purpose w as given to the governor of South Carolina. Of course 
Lincoln was aware that sending provisions to Sumter might proioke hos- 
tilities, but that is not to say that he desired hostilities. And to argue that 
Lincoln meant that the first shot would be fired by the other side if a first 
shot teas fired is by no means the same as arguing that he deliberately 
maneuvered to have the shot fired. 
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5 

T ° ?,° Uthern mind Lincoln’s plan to relieve Sumter seemed a 
, 3 C a en 8 e > and a breach of faith. After the Confederate cabinet 

i p w if an , Xi ° US “ nsultation a t Montgomery, the secretary of Avar, 
‘ , ' ^ a 7 :e i r / directed General Beauregard, in command at Charleston, 

WdT? r eVaC .?S° n of f e f ° rt ’ and - if the demand should be re- 

i . ’ , , uce l£ ‘ exc ited temper of South Carolina made it seem 

tack A an attempt !° P rovision fort rvould precipitate an at- 

Monti™ W ? aPP " nSi ° n that ’ in * e ^sence of orders from 

infant Coni’ 1 G might a take the initiative, thus embarrassing the 

af elon of f T Y C ° nflkt ° F St3te and federaI au thority. On the 

as U™ id St , P 1 1 3 b °f Carryin8 C ° L JameS Che -ut, Jr., juTt resigned 

Lee vSed F u TT 7 S f * Car ° Iina ’ and Captain Stephen D. 

Sand for El T 77 flag ° f trUCe and conveyed Beauregard’s 

the officers that i 111 ™ ff’,, nderson refused compliance, but remarked to 
uie omcers that he would await the first- cfinf” • . n 

be "starved out in a few davs ” “ u T “ d * at hls 8 arnson wouId 
whether this answer e -\a ^ ' r Th ere has been much discussion as to 

* 7 Of war Walker sen, To Erlgard f„Te att.TSTp T,t 

state the time at which^' 7 ^h^will^ ^ Sumter ’ If Ma J or Anderson will 
not use his guns acainst 11s ! *“ aVacuate > and ^ee that ... he will 

you are authorized thus to’avoidthe^fF 0Uk b e employed against Fort Sumter, 
be refused, reduce the fort. ? U$1 ° n ° f blood ‘ I£ this > or its equivalent, 

lnfomTdl4?Se°^ P „? tlXV"" 1 visited the fort and 

consultation with his officers And^ UC 7 fr ° m Montgomery. After a 
General Beauregard: ’ rS ° n dlrected the following reply to 

of blood, T will!\ UnUln c vJ‘* y ° r U i" c hC dCSirC t0 avold the useless effusion 
and ... I will not in . Sumtcr b y n °on on the 15th ... , 

compelled to do so by some hostile acT ° PCn 7 upon your forces unless 

struclions, tire aides 8 at 11115 reply to Beauregard for further in- 

; 4: r Apni - ■— ^ ^ 

_ i i n mcs Chcsnut, Jr.. Lt Col A T> m.- , 

Cob Hoser A. Pryor accompanied t'he three n ‘ ^ l '. soln ?' a , nd Capt. Stephen D. Lee. 

S- W. Crawford, f/ijt. 0 f t j IC f a j { ^ n0t CntCr the fort- 
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son, by Beauregard’s authority, that the general would open fire h* 
hour. Much has been made of this incident; and it has even een 
to appear that these three young men, in their night con erence, , se ^ 
fate of the country. The fact that the aides gave the order for the : firing 
the signal gun that tvas to begin the bombardment, ins'ea 0 , 

final order* Beauregard, does seem unsatisfactory; but the 
tvas that the Confederacy was demanding evacuation of a fort which Ltn 

coin had decided not to evacuate, and to which he a dispa ^ 

visioning expedition which Southern authorities regar e 

penni, strengthening of the garrison. Indeed, before he 

parted on then nighfruisston, word had come of the a.nval of *e Llncota 

expedition. Thus the opening of the Civil War cannot = made » hinge 

cross fire from a number of batteries in the ’ . = Pf i ,v ie am . 

bardment of forty hours, during which the wa s wer ’ r Ander- 

munition nearly exhausted, and pent damage permit ,ed to 
son surrendered the fort on AP"> ' ^ ^ ' tIie , expedition commanded 
depart after saluung the flag. Meannhile th p ‘ ,j, e Her- 

b, Captain G. V. Fox, and unassisted 

by necwsaty'tugs^vldch'had becn^httrdned by 3 surrender 

to do mote than catty off Anderson and h,s men after the surrender. 


Und, dte -tlwirUrn rad^hufthe ej 

and each day of „ ull „„ io „, L yet possible. Certainly 

thought that compromise, ■ ,i,„ usa „ds of Southern sympathizers 

the upper Son*, incident produced an instant change, 

at th. North thought s ”- J"”™ render o[ J foIt , President Lincoln, on 
On receipt of *' n ™^ n! , ti „„ calling forth "the militia of the several 
April 15 issued *P ^ number of seventy-five thousand, to 

States of *e JW"* jn sevsn -,„o powerful to be suppressed by 

suppress combina proceedings." In the same proclamation the 

SsMSfSi— « - —* «— J “ lj 41 

of lhc effect could not hmre 
been Sumtaneous and widespread. The President had, mdeed, d=- 

x See below, PP- * 74 *93 B. 
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dared an insurrection, which in practical effect, though not in legal 
theory, was virtually declaring the existence of a state of war; and amid 
the storm of indignation which shook both sections preparations for war 
were vigorously pushed. 

At the i\orth the patriotic response was not confined to the President’s 
party. The attitude of Douglas was particularly significant, men cam- 
paigning for the presidency in i860, he had been asked at Norfolk whether 
e \,ould advise resistance by force in case the South should secede on the 
inauguration of Lincoln. He replied: “I answer emphatically that it is the 
duty of the President of the United States, and all others in authority under 
h.m, to enforce the laws . . . passed by Congress . . . ; and I, as in 
duty bound by my oath of fidelity to the Constitution, would do all in my 
Vcnver to aid the Government of the United States in maintaining the su - 
premacy of the laws against all resistance to them, come from what quarter 
Tin T?” e f q T UCSti0n ' Vhether he would Participate in an effort to dis- 
neve'r on cart,"” * he answered: "I tell them, *no- 

hoth D sidf ° P T P f ti0n had b f n directed equally against extremists on 
SnrinefuTd ■ w"' 5 ’ , ’ , he had ' vritten t0 hb friend Lanphier at 

tio :sf s Id Z% mU n m n- thC W3r b ° Idly a § ainst the NortJ,en, Aboli- 

mTn South S r 1 P m "f m ‘ StS and S ivc "o quarter to either.”’ 

, hen Sou 1 t}l Carohna withdrew from the Union, Douglas at the same time 

”d lab “ Cd f ° r C ° nCi,fati °"- He supported ft. Cut- 
“‘"‘"T" end the constilutional 

Tm d ST. 7 S,ate »-«»* March, while Lined* 

IZZ, thnTf b L vacillation, Douglas indicated “that he would 

harass the Administration mcrcilesslv unless it san-ifi™ 1 1 v- 

for peace.” * At the same time he 'sharpl ebS th ^D’thuig 

leaders of the South. When Greek, nrieW It , j the uncompromising 
South must be conceded the riSt toll t 5 016 Scnate 11,31 * c 
lea,, an equitable pajon of £ „ aU ”S ' aI1 ” * 

wiU, Republican ennsent. the South ahead, wS® 


493- 

6 is. 


= N. Y. Times, Aug. 29, jg6 0 


P- 1; see also Milton, Eve of Conflict, 492- 


ni- st. Hist, soc., xvu, 


* Frank E - StCVCns ’ °f S. A. Douglas C Journal, 

* £j 1- ? n XeWn! ' Thc V ’ ar for the Union, I ,e 
- Elaine expresses the matter thus- “ ’A , 

ndge] that thc South had. by thc action of a P ’ „ Ugj2s reminded him fBrecHn- 
cmi grate into all thc territory of thc United Stated 4 1 C ° n ? ess ’ th " right to 
Republican Congress, every inch of the territo-v ’nr,v T, t ’. W \ th the canscTlt of the 
thirty -seventh degree of latitude was at th* v ‘7 the Uni 'ed States south of the 
'as thc doctrine of popular sovereignty an ,j J °*? en ,0 5,aver T- 'So far,’ said he, 
Colorado Bill and iho Nevada Bill and th'- DaVnfa°PT| lerVCn ^ 0n n concern »b the 
the Kansas-NebrasVa Bill, and in its precise langua ” f r £A d!rnticaI b' the same with 


answer svas at once a 
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Wigfall of Texas demanded that Douglas state what he would advise the 
President to do w ith regard to Fort Sumter, Douglas parried with the ques- 
tion whether the Senator from Texas felt bound by his oath to support the 
Constitution of the United States.* On April 74 Douglas called upon Pres- 
ident Lincoln and pledged his aid for the preservation of the Union.’ He 
then demoted himself to the task of rallying his own state to the support of 
the government. His influence was everywhere felt throughout the "Democ- 
racy” of the North; in Illinois it operated powerfully in "Egypt,” the south- 
ern region, where John A. Logan, Jater a distinguished Union general, was 
at that time conducting a campaign of resistance to the government at 
Washington. 1 The strain of his public efforts brought on a complication of 
maladies; and on June 3 Douglas died at Chicago. Public buildings were 
draped; stores were closed; the people went into mourning. His example be- 
came the guiding tradition of those “war Democrats” who, though opposed 
to Republican policies, joined in support of the war measures of the Lin- 
coln administration. 

complete destruction of the argument of Breckinridge, and a severe indictment of 
the Republican parly. Never before in the existence of the Federal Government had 
its territory been so open, by Congressional enactment and by judicial decision, to 
the slave-holder as on the day that Abraham Lincoln assumed the office of President 
of the United Slates.” J. G. Blaine, Twenty Years of Congress, I, 289. The point of 
Blaine's reference to the hills for Colorado, Nevada, and Dakota was that Congress 
organized these territories without any prohibition of slavery (February 28 and 
March 2, i860. U. S. Slat, at Large, Xlt, 172, 209, 239- This was in the last days 
of the Thirty-SIxth Congress when the Republicans and their allies had a slight 
majority in the lower house. See above, p. 169. For Douglas's remarks in the Senate, 
in which he referred lo the Republican abandonment of the Chicago platform, sec 
Cot/g. Globe, 36 Cong., 2 test., 1391 (Mar. 2, iSbi'). See also ibid , 1460, 1503— 
1505. 

• Stevens, Douglas, 627-628. 

1 Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IV, 80, Allen Johnson, Douglas, 475—476. 

8 A. C. Cole states that Congressman John A. Logan was "opposed to the coer- 
cion of the southern states,” and adds: "a speech in which he compared the seces- 
sionists with our forefathers struggling for liberty, was widely circulated.” Era of 
the Civil IVor, 260. 
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The Plight of the Upper South 


The secession of Virginia and the rest of the upper South followed as a 
result of the appeal to arms. In the Old Dominion those who were ready 
to rush into secession as a thing desirable in itself were both less numerous 
and less influential than in the lower states. The strength of unionism in 
‘Ti 1 , 3 w “ shown the ckction of i860, which resulted in a plurality' 

of ’ "'i n 1 ' 0 ?'' thC CleCt ° ral VOtC ° f thc state > a " d in a clear majority 
J?. j Douglas over Breckinridge. On November 1 5 Governor Letcher 

bodv in d CglS t tU [ e special sessi0n: on J anuar )' 7 he addressed the 

on Tan,,!, U'T T*”* V criticized the attitude of South Carolina; 

delegate! d Pr °P ? ng f ° r 3 conventi °" "'as passed. In choosing 

be bSd in, i P r° P C V °i ed P 3t 1116 3Cti0n of the invention should not 
be binding until referred to the people for ratification. 

bers contlid 8 “ °" FebrUar >' 1 3 the conv “tion of 1 5 a mem- 

historian of Vi maJ > ’ ° f unionist s— but one must remember, with the 
m^an nein Vito- ' the term ‘ Union ’ carried a different 

*2 a J: ? ? t r h ” v ' rein ' a ° pponen,s ° f 

were unwillin, f 1 Union - but at 0,6 same time most of them 

"There will not be COntlnue . Jn k unless the North made concessions, 
"w o s no Z , fi 7 man 10 [th r Conven t* on ]’” predicted one member, 

, 1 S n0t f ° r a fina [ ^Patation of the states, in double quick time-un- 
der ottlTc laver ™ ° T l fuH ’ Bnal and “"qualified surren- 

mer 1" ■ On annr • t0 ^ P whoRl St [i e., to U,e South- 

tint o'w " P ° ,nt> t0 °’ dle convc "tion’s mind was made up- 

lion.ldTSnre^v- 1 -^ CVidCm 11131 thG the conven- 

ernment oudiinoi ° l ^ g,nia " crc of ll ie opinion that the general gov- 
ing to secede MotivPP f ° rCC , against a commonwealth that was attempt- 
ins, ead of pLfn, f b> ' lhCSC conlra d ictory desires, the convention, 

tend of Passmg an ord, nance of secession, as was usual in die W 

156 . Cn ° ' Shanl:S ’ Thc ScCesiion Movement in Virginia, 1847 - 1 * 61 , 155 - 
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South, proceeded to a real study of the situation, explored the possibilities 
of compromise, watched the efforts making at Washington in the direction 
of peace — especially those of the Peace Convention called by Virginia her- 
self — and gave indication of avoiding precipitate action. 

Lincoln’s inuagural produced mingled feelings in the state. On March 
9, John Letcher wrote to a friend: "Lincoln’s Inaugural created quite a 
sensation here. The disunionists were wild with joy, and declared that if 
the Convention did not pass an ordinance of secession at once the State 
would be disgraced. They are again sobering down, being . . . satisfied 
. . . that the Conservatives intend to think calmly . . . before they an- 
nounce their conclusion. The tendency now is to a conference with the 
border slaveholding States, accompanying that request with a platform on 
which Virginia can safely stand." * 

While disapproving Lincoln's policy, the state in general was minded 
to stay in the Union if possible; but if the South were to be "coerced,” or 
if war should come, Virginia could not choose otherwise than to come to 
the aid of sister states. Strength of Union sentiment on the one side, and 
essentia] Southemism on the other, were the conflicting forces. Virginians 
felt resentment both against Lincoln for his April policy and against South 
Carolina for her part in precipitating a conflict which ultimately in- 
volved Virginia, forcing her into a war not of her own choosing. Some- 
thing of this feeling was expressed by Jubal A. Early when he said on 
March 5: “I do not approve of the inaugural of Mr. Lincoln . . . ; but, 
sir, I ask ... if it were not for the fact that six or seven states of this 
Confederacy have seceded from this Union, if the declarations of Presi- 
dent Lincoln that he would execute the laws in all the states would not 
have been hailed throughout the country as a guarantee that he would 
perform his duty . . . ? I ask why is it that we are placed in this perilous 
condition 7 And if it is not solely from the action of these states that have 
seceded from the Union without having consulted our views? ” * 

When commissioners from several of the seceded states of the lower 
South visited Richmond to induce Virginia to secede, the convention re- 
sisted their impassioned appeals. The convention’s committee on federal 
relations, instead of reporting in favor of secession, recommended various 
constitutional amendments and compromises and favored a convention of 
the border states to meet at Frankfort, Kentucky, in May. On April 4 a 
motion to draw up an ordinance of secession was voted down, 88 to 45; 
and on April 8 the convention made a final effort to avert secession by 
sending a committee to confer with Lincoln at Washington and obtain a 
statement of his policy with reference to the seceded states. By the time 

* John Letcher to J. D. Davidson, Richmond, March 9, 1861. Davidson MSS., 
McCormick Library, Chicago. 

* Richmond Enquirer, Max. 7, 1861, quoted in M unford, Virginia's Attitude 
toward Slavery and Secession, 266. 
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this committee (Alexander H. H. Stuart, George W. Randolph, and Wil- 
liam Ballard Preston) reached Washington on April 12, having been de- 
layed by a storm, the die was cast, and Sumter was at that very hour un- 
der bombardment. Lincoln’s answer to the committee (April 13) was 
merely the President’s justification of the policy which to Virginia meant 
coercion. If, said the President, “an unprovoked assault has been made 
upon Fort Sumter, I shall hold myself at liberty to repossess, if I can, like 
places which had been seized before the government was devolved upon 
me. And in any event I shall to the extent of my ability repel force by 
force.” 4 

With the delivery in Richmond of this unsatisfactory reply there came 
the news of the Sumter attack and of the President’s call for troops. “It 
was not the assault upon Fort Sumter, however momentous in its potency,” 
writes a Virginia historian, “which impelled Virginia, but the proclama- 
tion of President Lincoln which followed.” 5 There are various evidences 
that the proclamation of insurrection with the call for troops produced 
more of a shock in Virginia than the Sumter attack. Alexander H. H. Stu- 
art stated that he had inferred from his conversation with Lincoln on April 
1 3 that the holding of the forts was the President’s specific purpose, and 
that nothing like a general war was intended to result from the Sumter 
situation. He stated also, without accusing Lincoln of “want of candor,” 
that he was so surprised by the appearance of the proclamation that he re- 
fused at first to believe it genuine. 

Whatever may be said in justification of the proclamation, its effect 
upon \ irginia must be understood. After April 1 5 it was no longer a ques- 
tion of war or peace; it was a question "which side" Virginia should take. 
ShouW her militia respond to Lincoln’s call, or should the “invasion” of 
\ irginia and of the South by Federal troops be resisted? The answer was 
given on April 17 when the Richmond convention, by a vote of 88 to 55, 
adopted the ordinance of secession.- The date set for the popular referen- 
dum on the ordinance was May 23. By that time war was on in good ear- 
nest, «.n t ic \ irginia convention (April 24) had entered into a league 
\m 1 he nn e crate States in which Virginia agreed to place her entire 
military forces at the service of the President of the Confederacy. 7 In the 


< A. F. Robertson, Alexander H. Ii. Stuart, 186. 

- Aftrr'thf Aniiudc ,oward end Secession , 284. 

- ‘s:r - - ,hc 

“ adoJlf, dated May 16, l86l . Mason explained that Virginia 

- ~ as 55 rtn 
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circumstances ratification of the ordinance was foredoomed, and secession 
was approved by a substantial vote. Meanwhile the unionist leaders of the 
northwestern counties had taken matters into their own hands in defiance 
of Richmond, and the train of events which ultimately led to the forma- 
tion of West Virginia had been set in motion.* 


2 

Elsewhere in the upper South one finds much the same interplay of 
forces as in Virginia. In Arkansas there was a determined struggle; for 
the unionists of the state, vigorous and numerically strong, had to cope 
with a powerful secessionist element which was persistent in its efforts and 
which counted the governor of the state among its ranks. Breckinridge car- 
ried the state in i860; and the secessionists were so far successful as to ob- 
tain the passage of a bill calling for the election of a state convention. 
Meanwhile military preparation was being pushed and mass meetings kept 
up a constant agitation. When the members of the convention were elected 
the popular majority against secession (tested by the vote for delegates ac- 
cording to their previous stand) was 5699 in a total of 43,228. The con- 
vention assembled at Little Rock on March 4. Its sessions were turbulent; 
"there was much eloquence of the fervid type to which the South had long 
been accustomed"; and "outside pressure recruiting for the secessionists 
was strong." 1 

As in Virginia, it was Lincoln’s April policy that produced secession. 
During the dajs from Lincoln’s inauguration to the firing at Sumter the 
unionists held sufficient control to defeat a resolution condemning Lin- 
coln’s inaugural address and also to prevent the passage of a secession or- 
dinance. It was evident, Hornet er, that the state would oppose "coercion"; 
and the secessionists, far from accepting defeat, were watching events, 
ready to make the most of any opening, while the unionists, thinking in 
terms of delay and hoping for peaceful proposals to be developed by the 
projected border-state convention to be held at Frankfort, were potential 
secessionists in that they were unwilling to join the Lincoln government 
against the South if war should come. With affairs in this situation, a com- 
promise was struck in the convention by the passage of a resolution to hold 
a popular referendum as between cooperation and secession. 1 The date 


tn arched to the aid of Virginia, the military league, in case of the rejection of the 
ordinance, would have been made “a trap to inveigle our generous defenders into 
the hands of their enemies. Edward McPherson, Pol. Hist, of the . . . Rebel- 
lion, 7. 

* See below, pp. 236-242. 

1 David Y. Thomas, Arkansas in War and Reconstruction, 62. 

* “Cooperation" meant that “the convention should co-operate with the border 
slave states to secure a permanent . . , adjustment of the difficulty.” Ibid., 70. 
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Aupjst ; was set as die time for this referendum. Having done this, the 

stade 1 o “T, “ adi0 “u n l d M * rCh 2 ’' S ” b i“ l >» K was onlj- the 
South that hold f CaCe mi ? bt be Patched up between Lincoln and the lower 
Sou* that held the state in the Union. Events at Sumter and the Presi- 

rez hJZZT* ?T d h ° pe: and "*» call for militia 
kansa nou Z/r refused * 35 an insuIt - Various leaders in Ax- 
aSentinm °"1 l ° SUPP ° rt * C Confede ^y; and in the spirit of 

d h ? 6 f tV r r m CVent5 ’ reaSSCmblcd convention on May 6 
pas ed (65 to 5) the ordinance of secession which was signed the next 

td dotTS* “ S “ bn, ‘‘ d, .f e ' ’” stta ° E «**>-» to £ people was 

iotea doun, and the convention finished itc , vr . rl . , y 

.dinanee submitting die guerdon of 

fr u it ! "T d ““““,f" Preponderant unionist purposes of the people were 

padon" of the to f’ “ d ” pm b >' " hal has bs ™ oiled the “usur- 

padon of the legislature. In casting iB electoral vote of ,860 for its own 

* Ibid., Si, 82. 
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leader, John Bell, Tennessee was animated by opposition to "both the ex- 
treme parties"; and, as explained by Dr. Fertig, the people were "disgusted 
and indignant” when the secession movement was launched by South Car- 
olina. He adds, however: “In any conflict for what was regarded as South- 
ern rights Tennessee was sure to go with the Gulf states, for she was 
bound to them by inseparable social and economic bonds.” * This last state- 
ment, rather than emphasis upon unionism, is the hey to the whole matter, 
not only as to Tennessee hut as to the whole upper South. 

The action of the Tennessee legislature in its special session of Janu- 
ary, 1861, while opening the way for possible secession, was chiefly in fa- 
vor of restoration. In a long message (January 7) Governor Isham G. 
Harris dwelt upon the slavery question, denounced the “threatened and 
actual aggressions (of the North] upon the . . . rights of the South- 
ern citizen," and recommended the calling of a convention to determine 
what action Tennessee should take. 4 5 On January 1 9 the legislature in ex- 
tra session called a convention, providing that the people should vote for 
delegates and should also vote on the question of a convention or no con- 
vention. Two steps, however, were taken by the same legislature looking 
toward peace. On January j6 it resolved to urge the President of the 
United States and each of die Southern states “that the statu quo [sic] . . . 
concerning the forts ... be strictly maintained"; and on January 22 it 
provided that a convention of delegates from all the slaveholding states be 
held at Nashville on February 4 “to . . . define a basis upon which . . . 
the Federal Union and the Constitutional rights of the slave States may 
be . . . preserved,” accompanying this resolution with an elaborate plan 
of adjustment.® But the people were more Union-minded than the legisla- 
ture. The proposition to call a comention to consider secession was re- 
jected by popular vote (69,675 to 57,798); while on the issue of secession 
or no secession the vote (as judged by delegates’ commitments) was even 
more decisive — 24,749 for, and 91,803 against. 

Thus at the time of the Sumter outbreak Tennessee had no convention 
in session; furthermore the idea of holding such a convention had been de- 
cisively rejected by the voters. Under these circumstances, when Lincoln’s 
call for militia came, the governor and legislature took matters into their 
own hands. Hams answered the militia call haughtily: "... in suck an 
unholy crusade no gallant son of Tennessee will ever draw his sword.” * 
On April 25 he addressed a new special session of the legislature, urging 
union with the Confederate States. On May 6 the assembly, deliberating 


4 J. W. Fertig, The Secession and Reconstruction of Tennessee, 15, *i, *5 ff. 

5 Public Acts of . . . Tenn. (extra sesr., Jan., i86r), r-rj. 

* Ibid., 45, 49 ff. 

1 Junes Welch Patton, Unionism and Reconstruction in Tennessee, 14. 
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behind closed doors, directed that an election be held on June 8 to ratify 
or reject a declaration of independence and an ordinance dissolving the 
union between Tennessee and the United States. On May i, however. Gov- 
ernor Harris had appointed commissioners who signed a military league 
with the Confederate States which provided that, in the interval before 
Tennessee should formally join the Confederate States, the state "shall be 
under the . . . direction of the President of the Confederate States, upon 
e same basis as if said state were now ... a member of said Confed- 
erac). . . . This league was ratified by the legislature on May 7. Just 
e ore this, on May 6, the legislature authorized the governor to raise a 

force of 55,000 men, to be under the governor’s control, bonds to be is- 
sued for the purpose. 


• ' men tlie election day came [declares Dr. Fertig] the people went to 

C P ° S ' ' ‘ conscious the fact that they were no longer free to vote their 
sentiments. They saw that the Governor and the Legislature with the treasury 
in their hands . and a formidable army in their employ, had joined a 
nspiracy to overthrow the government, and whatever might be the wish of 

e ’ th iYf SU 1 '' ou,d not be Changed b y t}ldr votes. Nothing that they 

itself d frCC t lC ™, fTOni the military government which had imposed 

Leatnip hn t 1! m ’ /T ’ G sc ^ r f t session °f the Legislature and the Military 

Wera e alv I, ““V™! had turned over to the control of the Con- 
tederate army which immediately took possession. . . .» 

trickSbv'thefl {aC \ " aS tHa ^ the Pe ° ple 0f Tennessee were not so much 
catbt d letl ^ 3nd 8 ° Vern0r 35 the >’ — caught in an ines- 
chLce to ir ! ' iT 3 ° f the UppEr S ou th — which gave them no 
restoration of th^ TI " lsbcd , Cl ' e _’ t0 proceed with measures for a peaceable 
hateful alternatives Ut ^° rCed an immediate choice between two 

of sen ratr r U T O T* °“ June 8 ^ ™ re ^to-one in favor 
in th^eastern^counHp f * the unionist sentiment was 

a movement commnM ° pp0Slt!0n t0 secession was so strong that 

the control of Governor Andrew Johnson^ 15 ^ ash% ' llIe passed under 
Lincoln. 1 hnson, appomted military governor by 


vealed than in ^ 

South c " 0,taa •» •- » p- - 


* Fern'?, 26-27. 
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Carolina the last. 1 In North Carolina people and legislature repudiated se- 
cession in 1851; and this attitude continued to hold the state firmly in the 
Union until the actual outbreak of war. At Charleston in i860 the North 
Carolina delegation favored cooperation with the Northern Democracy 
and, when the break came, refused to join the cotton states in bolting the 
convention. The campaign of i860, while producing confusion in Demo- 
cratic ranks, gave new life to the Whig party in its appeal to the Constitu- 
tion and the Union ; so that, while Breckinridge carried the state, his ma- 
jority over Bell and Douglas was only 848. 

North Carolina voters did not consider Lincoln’s election a sufficient 
cause for secession. When the legislature, at the prodding of Governor 
John W. Ellis, submitted to the people a proposition for calling a conven- 
tion to consider secession, it was defeated, on February 28, by a vote of 
47,323 t0 46,672. Unionist sentiment, however, gradually weakened as 
prospects for a peaceful settlement of the crisis waned. ‘‘I am a union man," 
wrote one of Zebulon B. Vance’s correspondents, "but when they [i.e., the 
Lincoln administration] send men south it will change my notions. I can 
do nothing against my own people.” Secessionist newspapers kept up their 
agitation, urging North Carolinians to “dissolve all and every connection 
now and forever from the vile, rotten, infidelic, puritanic, negro-worship- 
ping, negro-steahng, negrcxquality and Yankee-Unicn.” 

"The attack on Fort Sumter, Lincoln's call for troops, and the secession 
of Virginia," writes the historian of North Carolina secession, "almost in- 
stantly destrojed virtually all Union sentiment in North Carolina." Indig- 
nantly Governor Ellis replied to Lincoln’s requisition of the militia: “I can 
be no party to this w ickcd violation of the laws of the country and to this 
war upon the liberties of a free people. You can get no troops from North 
Carolina.” 1 Promptly he called the legislature in extra session to summon 
a convention. When the ordinance of secession was put to a vote in the 
convention, which had full power from the people for the purpose, it was 
passed (May 20) without a dissenting vote. 


* The following are the dates of the passing of secession ordinances, except in 
the case of Tennessee, where the date indicates the time when the legislature ratified 
the military league with the Confederate States: S. C., Dec. 10; Miss.. Jan. 9; Fla., 
Jan. to; Ala., Jan. n; Ga,, Jan. 19; La., Jan. a6; Tex., Feb. j.j Va., Apr. 17; Art., 
May 6; Tenn., May 7; N. C., May 20. If popular votes are used as the key dates of 
secession, which is usually not the case, other dates roust be given for several of the 
states, as foU/isss: Tex... Feh. z jv Ya_, May iiv Tenn., June 8. Perhaps the best illus- 
tration of the fact that seceding states did rot regard the popular vote as setting the 
effective date of secession is the case of Virginia, in which the league with the 
Confederacy was concluded April 24, a month in advance of the referendum. If, 
however, the popular vote be taken as marking the date, then Tennessee, not North 
Carolina, was the last state, there being no referendum in North Carolina. 

* Joseph Carlyle Sitterson, The Secession Movement in North Carolina, 196— 
197* * 3 8-240- 
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The correspondence of Jonathan Worth, a high-minded opponent of 
secession who declined to be a candidate for membership in the conven- 
tion, reveals the anguished feelings of North Carolina unionists. Writing 
to a friend on the day the secession ordinance was passed, he said: 


I still firmly believe in the wisdom ... of ... the early promoters of 
our government and that no other divided government can ever be built up so 
good as the United lone we are pulling down— and hence I abhor the Northern 
i oms an t le outhern Secessionist, both co-operating with different 

vnlfnV U V he y ni ° n> . but the whole nation bas become mad. The 

rC w°u S * en< j ed ‘ ^ ur * 0us passion and thirst for blood consume the 
' ‘ ' ‘ , ob ° d . y 1S allo ' ved t0 retain and assert his reason. ... The very 
, - *? c 1 ren are or ' v ar. Every body must take sides with one or the 

annals of ih S A° P m S1 f ng ° r fal1 3 victim t0 th e mob. ... I think the 

n fi t ° C / fUrmSh n ° r inStance of 50 groundless a war-but ... let 
us tight like men for our own firesides. 3 


-oa^ThM rtTl‘ upper South had thus arrived at the same 

evetJt OW a ri r t U ' ,l,ad adva ” ta 8» ln tha «» a > * 
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mondis wl eT r" T S ° Uth ' s b5st thinkers, in those eritieal 
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been . SlmST f” Upper Soutb ' d,crc wou,d s “ m 10 bav ' 

Southcrnism lit h ° f “ n “ nlst sentiment against a background of 
ZTi Sri, " PP " S ; U,h Pra > cd ™ very much like the 

Southern rights within thf Un'kon^Re'"''.’ conclliation ' and respect for 
against the secession^ •<. - Resentment was therefore felt both 

stead of a daring attitude of mtanT bold 6 tr0ubIe ' makil, g abolitionist. In- 
tude, motivated by the hope that time i^ W3S 3 Wait ' ng atti ' 

moderation could prevail alike ^ existing eviIs if onIy 
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sentiment thelminant faem^e R a naUoTl haVe ^ 

state convention planned for Frankfort— u a com ’ entlon or the border- 
thc lower South (separate cimo • 3S , a b° rtlve > the procedure in 
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J- G. dc R. Hamilton, ed, Correspondence of Jonathan Worth, I, lyo _, y ,. 
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sentiment which, while not pro-Lincoln, was nevertheless antisecession- 
ist and constituted Lincoln’s best chance of saving the Union without war. 
The attitude of Virginia and her neighbors, while conciliatory, had not 
been neutral; and when efforts toward peace failed, these states responded 
with a promptness that left no doubt of their Southernism, while in the 
days of conflict their ardor was manifest in the more than proportionate 
contribution of their war effort. 



CHAPTER IO 


The Campaigns: Earlier Phases 


i 

Four ghastly years of war ensued. It was a war of confused issues and 
infinite complexity. So complicated was the struggle that the mind stag- 
gers under the effort to comprehend it and see it whole. Necessarily the 
chapters devoted to the military story must be detached from those which 
treat the political, diplomatic, financial, social, and economic phases. 
These conditioning factors, however, are separable only in abstract 
thought: in reality the various threads were interwoven. Problems of strat- 
egy did not exist in a vacuum. 

When the alignment of states had become so stabilized that one could 
speak of a Northern and a Southern nation, the superior strength of the 
North became strikingly evident. The North had twenty-three states 
against eleven at the South. 1 Totaling the state populations and omitting 
Missouri and Kentucky, which were divided between North and South, 
one finds that the Union, with 20,700,000 people, confronted the Con- 
federacy with 9,105,000. An important correction must at once be noted, 
however, for of the approximately nine million human beings in the South 
3,654,000 were Negroes, mostly slaves. Though the place of these slaves 
in war economy was important, they were not, despite efforts in that di- 
rection late in the war, used as soldiers in the Southern armies. To estimate 
the military strength of the South these slaves should be subtracted: but 
there should also be a roughly proportionate subtraction of men necessary 
for the maintenance of agriculture, industry, and commerce in the North. 

In economic strength as in manpower the Union was vastly superior 
to the Confederacy. In round numbers the North in i860 had 110,000 
manufacturing establishments, with 1,300,000 industrial workers; the 
South, 18,000 manufacturing establishments, with 110,000 workers. 
Tie value of the manufactures produced annually in the state of New 

' In addition to the eleven states of the upper and lower South whose secession 
has been treated above, Kentucky and Missouri had members in the Congress at 
Richmond and were claimed by the Confederacy. Sec below, chap. 12. 
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York alone was more than four times as great as that of the entire Con- 
federacy. The Southern states built only 4 per cent of all the locomotives 
produced in the United States in i860 and manufactured only 3 per 
cent of the firearms. Of the 31,256 miles of railroads in the United 
States in 1861, the South contained only 9,283, or Jess than 30 per cent.* 
It was not merely that the North had greater financial resources; even 
Southern banking and foreign exchange had been centered in New York. 
The North had the existing government with its official machinery and 
with whatever of prestige this may have carried at home and abroad, while 
a national government had to be created by the Confederates. 

Yet to contemporaries the war did not always appear so unequal as this 
superficial comparison would suggest. The Confederate general Beaure- 
gard said: 

No people ever waned for independence with more relative advantages 
than the Confederates; and if, as a military question, they must have failed, 
then no country must aim at freedom by means of war. . . . The South, with 
its great material resources, its defensive means of mountains, rivers, railroads, 
and telegraph, with the immense advantage of the interior lines of war, would 
be open to discredit as a people if its failure could not be explained otherwise 
than by mere materia! contrast.* 

The nature of the war was such that the South needed fewer men: 
time and again Southern armies were able to stand off superior numbers. 
McClellan would necessarily require more men to assault and take Rich- 
mond than Lee would require to hold it. All comment on disparity of num- 
bers between the sections, as T. L. Livermore has pointed out, must be 
read in the light of the defensive position of the South. Not only did the 
North have to spend heavily in battle losses; its task of enlarging the area 
of invasion and holding invaded territory "required many more men than 
mere battles upon equal terms would have required.” * 

The South had the advantage of fighting for independence — for some- 
thing bold, positive, thrilling — while the North was too apt to appear in 
the rfile of subjugator. This gave the South, at least until emancipation, a 
distinct moral advantage. Confederate sentiment ran high in New York 
and many other Northern centers, while Union sentiment in the South, 
though by no means nonexistent, was stultified and inarticulate. The 
"best” of Washington "society” was Southern, and its sympathy with the 
Confederate cause was but too apparent. The difference between Northern 
and Southern morale was painfully evident from London and was keenly 
felt by young Henry Adams, who acted as secretary to his father. United 
States minister to England. Adams wrote of the despondency and apathy 

8 Nevins, The War for the Union, I, 424-416. 

* Battles and Leaders, I, 221. 

* T. L. Livermore. Numbers and Losses tn the Civil War, 3, 
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of Northerners in England as contrasted with the vigor and exuberance of 
Southerners, inspired with ideals of liberty and independence. 5 

The South was more infused with the martial spirit than the North. 
Its young men had given more attention to military training and were 
handier with horse and rifle. Their generals were among the finest prod- 
ucts of West Point. When to these factors it is added that many Federal 
forts and arsenals fell into their hands, that they fought with high courage 
on interior fines in their own country, and that much was expected from 
the international situation, it will be seen that they were not unreasonable 
in their hope of winning the war, if it should not be too long drawn out. 5 
The unequal weight of resources against them was not so great as in the 
case of the American colonies in their fight against mighty England, nor 

of various other peoples who have achieved independence against heavy 
odds. 


According to predictions the war which started at Sumter in mid- 
April was to be short. Lincoln’s call for militia seemed to imply that the 
insurrection” would be "suppressed” in three months; while in the South 
'??i, W "m C0r ^ ent expectations of capturing Washington and driving 
out the black Republicans” by early summer. Both sides were unprepared 
for a serious war of long duration. Neither side had a general staff or its 
equivalent, and the excited war preparations in the early months were 
more charactenzed by feverish bustle and patriotic flourish than by sound 

Nonb^ d !f°f; ThC SC ? CS Aat Were enacted as the states of the 
mrnhrv de i resp0nd t0 Lincoln ’ s summons offered many a com- 
unmilitarv^flo C CT ° SS P ur P oses > circumlocutions, and makeshifts of an 
cencv Wfii„T CraC> StfU ^ t0 im P rov ise a war machine for an emer- 
the call of tl emonstratln S c courage of common men facing death at 
petence of ™ v illustrated the blundering incom- 
P tv F lUcians and ^c scheming ambition of greedy humanity 
scrambling for gain and self-promotion. 8 > humanlt > 

vcnmrthiTr r D3?, S nf Va i S gCnUin l and enthusiastic ^ the seething crowds 

3 =r e CVC r'' Cre held '» '0 orators, groat anti 

S of flto h iT P r' ar prejudice. With reminis- 

dtoir lives, tljeir fortunes, and ^“r'licrcd hmor 'S" 1 ""’: I 1 " 18 ' 1 ’ 

some dissenters. To the more earnest the thought of "civil tvlTh, 1“ S’ 

l lT S TrU , Sl0W 'Y™' Th < Adams Family, 2 74 

Beaureftard attributed the defeat nf ,i,„ c ,/ 4 , 

of the Confederate government and the fvi ° U! ’ ’° thc narT0 ' v military- policy 
followed up to the end. Battles and Leader's T 22 a “ Cmpt dccisive stroI: « to be 
subject, sec David Donald. ed„ Why the North Won ihcCMW™. ^ 
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descended like a nightmare. The shame, the folly, the outrage, seemed too 
great to believe,” said General Jacob D. Cox of Ohio, “and we half hoped 
to wake from it as from a dream .” 1 But “discordant notes" and thoughtful 
forebodings were lost in the general clamor. Volunteering, drilling, parad- 
ing, forming their camps of instruction, the military men seized at once 
the center of the stage, while nonfighters rushed about in a hectic im- 
pulse to "do something.” Anyone who wished could advertise his purpose 
to “raise a company," or perchance a regiment, and invite “all willing to 
join to come on a certain morning to some saloon, hotel or public hall." * 
In this unsystematic manner recruitment became largely a personal thing, 
and an amazing variety of military organizations sprang up. The “Excelsior 
Brigade,” the "Buena Vista Guards,” the "New York Fire Zouaves” (led 
by the dashing Ellsworth), the "Polish Legion,” the “St. Patrick Brigade," 
the "Irish Volunteers,” the "Steuben Volunteers,” and the "Garibaldi 
Guards” were a few of these local units. Examples in Illinois were the 
"Quincy City Guards," "Plainfield Light Artillery,” "Chicago Light Dra- 
goons," "Grundy Tigers," “Yates Rangers," “Lincoln Guards," "Spring- 
field Zouaves," "Chicago Zouaves,” and “Pekin Grays.” Naturally each of 
these units expected to be treated with dignity and to preserve its organ- 
ization intact.* 

The militia, though subject to Federal call and referred to in national 
laws, was in normal times a state institution so far as it had any existence 
at all; and in most of the states it was a nebulous affair with no effective 
organization. The regular army of the United States, though well trained 
and efficient, had a strength of only 13,000 officers and men in March, 

1 86 1; 10 and the haphazard method of raising the emergency force took no 
heed of the importance of using the regular army as a nucleus. Relying on 
the regular army as his mainstay in serious operations. General Scott re- 
fused the requests of young regular army officers who desired leaves of ab- 
sence so that they could direct the organization of the state militia and vol- 
unteer units.’ 1 

* Battles and Leaden, I, 87. 

■ J. B. McMaster, History of the People of the United Slates during Lincoln's 
Administration, 39. 

• The Illinois names aie taken from the state archives at Springfield, the others 
from McMaster, loc. crt. 

10 In December, 1860, the United States army consisted of 16,367 officer* and 
men; but on March 4, 1861, after some of the Southerners had withdrawn but be- 
fore the upper South had seceded, the number stood at 13,024. Battles end Leaders, 

I, 7 u.; Memoirs of Gen. W. T. Sherman, II, 383. The United States army per- 
mitted its officers to resign with honorable discharges and take service with the 
Confederacy; this was a large factor in the military effectiveness of the South. The 
number of officers of the rank of brigadier general or higher who were furnished 
to the Confederacy from the anny of the United States was 182. Upton, Mil. Pol. 
of the U.S., 241. 

11 “The young regulars who asked leave to accept commissions 


in State regi- 
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of Northerners in England as contrasted with the vigor and exuberance of 
Southerners, inspired with ideals of liberty and independence . 5 

The South was more infused with the martial spirit than the North. 
Its young men had given more attention to military training and were 
handier with horse and rifle. Their generals were among the finest prod- 
ucts of West Point. When to these factors it is added that many Federal 
forts and arsenals fell into their hands, that they fought with high courage 
on interior lines in their own country, and that much was expected from 
the international situation, it will be seen that they were not unreasonable 
in their hope of winning the war, if it should not be too long drawn out . 0 
The unequal weight of resources against them was not so great as in the 
case of the American colonies in their fight against mighty England, nor 
of various other peoples who have achieved independence against heavy 
odds. 

According to predictions the war which started at Sumter in mid- 
April was to be short. Lincoln's call for militia seemed to imply that the 
"insurrection” would he "suppressed” in three months; while in the South 
there were confident expectations of capturing Washington and driving 
out the "black Republicans" by early summer. Both sides were unprepared 
for a serious war of long duration. Neither side had a general staff or its 
equivalent, and the excited war preparations in the early months were 
more characterized by feverish bustle and patriotic flourish than by sound 
coordinated effort. The scenes that were enacted as the states of the 
North proceeded to respond to Lincoln’s summons offered many a com- 
mentary upon the cross purposes, circumlocutions, and makeshifts of an 
unmilitary democracy struggling to improvise a war machine for an emer- 
gency. While demonstrating the courage of common men facing death at 
the call of their government, they illustrated also the blundering incom- 
petence of politicians and the scheming ambition of greedy humanity 
scrambling for gain and self-promotion. 

Popular response was genuine and enthusiastic as the seething crowds 
vented their pent-up feelings in that emotional release which followed as 
the psychological result of months of tense anxiety. Though the word was 
unfamiliar to the vocabulary of the time, public opinion was soon "mobi- 
lized. Mass meetings were everywhere held to listen to orators, great and 
small, who played upon popular emotion and prejudice. With reminis- 
cence of the heroic days of the now idealized Revolution, men pledged 
their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred honor. There were, it is true, 
some dissenters. To the more earnest the thought of "civil war in our land” 

5 James Truslow Adams, The Adams Vamily , 274. 

* Beauregard attributed the defeat of the South to the narrow military policy 
of the Confederate government, and the failure to attempt decisive strobes to be 
followed up to the end. Battles and Leaders, I, 222. Bor modem opinions on the 
subject, see David Donald, cd., Why the North Won the Civil War . 
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descended like a nightmare, "The shame, the folly, the outrage, seemed too 
great to believe,” said General Jacob D. Cox of Ohio, "and we half hoped 
to wake from it as from a dream.” T But "discordant notes” and thoughtful 
forebodings were lost in the general clamor. Volunteering, drilling, parad- 
ing, forming their camps of instruction, the military men seized at once 
the center of the stage, while nonfighters rushed about in a hectic im- 
pulse to “do something." Anyone who wished could advertise his purpose 
to “raise a company,” or perchance a regiment, and invite “all willing to 
join to come on a certain morning to some saloon, hotel or public hall.” ■ 
In this unsystematic manner recruitment became largely a personal thing, 
and an amazing variety of military organizations sprang up. The "Excelsior 
Brigade,” the “Buena Vista Guards,” the “New York Fire Zouaves” (led 
by the dashing Ellsworth), the "Polish Legion," the "St. Patrick Brigade,” 
the "Irish Volunteers,” the "Steuben Volunteers," and the "Garibaldi 
Guards” were a few of these local units. Examples in Illinois were the 
"Quincy City Guards,” "Plainfield Light Artillery,” "Chicago Light Dra- 
goons,” "Grundy Tigers,” "Yates Rangers," "Lincoln Guards,” "Spring- 
field Zouaves," "Chicago Zouaves,” and “Pekin Grays.” Naturally each of 
these units expected to be treated with dignity and to preserve its organ- 
ization intact.’ 

The militia, though subject to Federal call and referred to in national 
laws, was in normal times a state institution so far as it had any existence 
at all; and in most of the states it was a nebulous affair with no effective 
organization. The regular army of the United States, though well trained 
and efficient, had a strength of only 13,000 officers and men in March, 

1 861 ; 10 and the haphazard method of raising the emergency force took no 
heed of the importance of using the regular army as a nucleus. Relying on 
the regular army as his mainstay in serious operations, General Scott re- 
fused the requests of young regular army officers who desired leaves of ab- 
sence so that they could direct the organization of the state militia and vol- 
unteer units. 11 

• Battles and headers, I, 87, 

• J. B. McMaster, History of the People of the United States during Lincoln's 
Administration, 39. 

• The Illinois names are taken from the state archives at Springfield, the others 
from McMaster, loc. cit. 

10 In December, i860, the United States army consisted of 16,367 officers and 
men; but on March 4, 1861, after some of the Southerners had withdrawn but be- 
fore the upper South had seceded, the number stood at 1 3,024 Battles and Leaders, 
I, 7».| Memoirs of Gen. W. T. Sherman, II, 383. The United States army per- 
mitted its officers to resign with honorable discharges and take service with the 
Confederacy; this was a large factor in the military effectiveness of the South. The 
number of officers of the rank of brigadier general or higher who were furnished 
to the Confederacy from the army of the United States was 182. Upton Mil Pol 
of the U.S., 241. 

»s “The young regulars who asked leave to accept commissions in State regi- 
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The border and upper South would become the chief theaters of war. 
At the outset the war would be felt in Missouri; Kentucky and Tennessee 
would see bitter fighting in the West; Virginia, facing Washington and con- 
taining the capital of the Confederaq, would bear the brunt of the heavy 
campaigns in the East. Some of the earliest campaigning would be in that 
portion of the Old Dominion which bordered Ohio and Pennsylvania and 
became West Virginia. Thus the Southern sections which manifested the 
least enthusiasm for secession were destined to witness the severest fighting, 
though later in the struggle the devastating scourge was carried deep into 
the lower South. The North would seek to capture and hold Missouri, Ken- 
tucky, and Tennessee; contend for mastery of the Mississippi River, detach- 
ing the Southwest from the main portion of the Confederacy; keep a watch- 
ful eye for the protection of Washington; direct its most determined 
campaigns toward Richmond; blockade Southern coasts and push its gun- 
boats up the inland rivers; and ultimately, by its “anaconda policy” and its 
campaign of "attrition” under Grant, would make crushing use of superior 
man power. On the principle that Providence favors the heaviest battalions, 
each side would seek, by scouting, rapid movement, and surprise maneu- 
ver, to confront its opponent at decisive points with superior numbers. 
Though the capture or destruction of armies would be the strategic objec- 
tive, few battles were to be decisive in this sense; both Southern and North- 
ern commanders usually found their troops too exhausted or were detained 
by other considerations from following up their victories. Thus after a bat- 
tle had been won the defeated enemy would reorganize, shift his position, 
and re-form his lines, so that the whole business was to be done over again. 
Discouragement back home would naturally result as the seemingly sense- 
less and purposeless character of an apparently interminable war was 
borne in upon the minds of the people. 

Each side would seek to harass the other, raiding its territory, destroy- 
ing its military stores, smashing its bridges, wrecking its railroads, cutting 
off its communications. Aside from such an exceptional case as that of 
Sherman in Georgia and the Carolinas, each army, when conducting major 


menu were . , . refused, and were ordered to their own subaltern positions and 
posts. There can be no doubt that the true policy would have been to encourage the 
"'hole of this younger class to enter at once the volunteer service. They would have 
been field-officers in the new regiments, and would have impressed discipline and 
system upon the organization from the beginning. The Confederates really profited 
by having no regular army. They gave to the officers who left our service, it is true, 
commissions in their so-called 4 provisional' army, to encourage them to expect 
permanent military positions if the war should end in the independence of the 
South; but this was only a nominal organization, and their real army was made up 
Css ours turned out practically to be} from the regiments of State volunteers. Less 
than a year afterward we changed our policy, but it was then too late to induce 
many of the regular officers to take regimental positions in the volunteer troops/ 4 
General Jacob D. Cox in Baltics cr.d Leaders, I, 94. 
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military operations as distinguished from mere raids, would require a base, 
with telegraph, roads, railroads, and depots unbroken in its rear. The war 
would be waged over widely scattered areas. Sieges would be few; and 
trench warfare, while not unknown, would be exceptional. Instead of con- 
tinuous, stable, fortified battle fronts, backed by carefully prepared second- 
ary or reserve trenches, the usual situation would be that of open warfare, 
with frequent changes of base. Each distinct battle would ordinarily occupy 
no more than one or two days; but the number of battles would run into 
the hundreds, and there would be sniping, bushwhacking, guerilla fighting, 
and irregular neighborhood battles unrecorded by military historians. Cav- 
alry, inferior in vital effectiveness to infantry and artillery, would usually 
play its role in scouting and raiding rather than in head-on charges. The 
use of balloons, reliance upon the telegraph, wire entanglements, and ex- 
perimentation with submarines would make the war seem at the time very 
"modem"; to a later generation accustomed to airplanes, tanks, and rockets, 
it would seem antediluvian. High co mm and would be a confused and halt- 
ing thing on both sides; little military coordination would exist; public 
opinion would tyrannically interfere; meddling politicians and congress- 
men would tale their fatal toll. 


2 

In the early weeks there was a panicky alarm in the North as to the 
safety of Washington. Unprotected as it was, with inadequate fortifications, 
with a sketchy militia, and with Confederate flags flying across the Poto- 
mac, the capital city was sadly exposed; and some authorities ha\e declared 
that Beauregard missed a fine chance in not transferring his army rapidly 
northward from South Carolina after Sumter and seizing Washington be- 
fore the Union troops had arrived and defensive outposts had been pre- 
pared, thus at small cost producing a major disaster for the North. 1 After 
the first panic had passed and especially after the arrival of the earliest mil- 
itary contingents — notably the Seventh New York Regiment and the Sixth 
Massachusetts — the President, government officials, and people breathed 
easier. An untoward event, however, occurred at Baltimore, where the 
Sixth Massachusetts on April 1 9 was mobbed as it passed through the city. 
In street fighting between the troops and the angry rioters, stones flew, 
men in uniform fired at will without orders, muskets were snatched from 
soldiers and turned against them, and, by the time the regiment had en- 

> A hastily devised militia had been organized to defend the capital; hut Beaure- 
gard could probably have descended upon Washington with rs,oo<j or 20,000 men 
at a time when General Scott considered that he could do no better than ward off 
a force of 1 0,000. Rhodes, Hist, of the V. III, 37 S- Beauregard stated that he 
proposed just such a drive against Washington, but that Daris refused support. 
Battles on ! leoim, I, 221—222. 
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trained, four of their number and probably nine or more of die citizens 
had been killed, many others wounded . 2 Arriving in Washington the sol- 
diers were quartered in the capitol building; and the state of Maryland of- 
fered no further serious resistance to the passage of Federal troops. 

Western Virginia, strong in its Unionist sentiment and exposed to easy 
Federal attack, now witnessed a campaign which, despite the triviality of 
the operations, produced a thrill of exultation in the North and brought to 
the fore a conquering hero of whom much was expected. Born in Philadel- 
phia, educated at the University of Pennsylvania, and trained at West 
Point, George Brinton McClellan had served with distinction in the Mexi- 
can War, had engaged in far western explorations, and had acted as mili- 
tary observer in the Crimean War. Retiring to civil life, he had become a 
hi^h officer of the Illinois Central Railroad and later president of the Ohio 
and Mississippi Railroad with headquarters at Cincinnati. At the opening 
of the war he was given the rank of major general and was put in command 
of the "military department of the Ohio.” 

A small Virginia force had seized Harpers Ferry with its valuable ma- 
chinery and Federal arsenal. It was here that T. ). (“Stonewall”) Jackson, 
temporarily in command at Harpers Ferry, saw his first service in the Civil 
War. The important Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, connecting Washing- 
ton with the West, was temporarily cut, and Jackson managed to capture 
some much needed rolling stock for the South. He was then superseded by 
Joseph E. Johnston, who withdrew from Harpers Ferry to Winchester as a 
more tenable position; and Harpers Ferry was reoccupied by a Federal force 
under General Robert Patterson. 

With about 20,000 men McClellan entered western Virginia in late 
June; and his campaign occupied a month. As compared with later move- 
ments it was a trivial episode, its chief features being minor encounters at 
Philippi and Rich Mountain, in neither of which did McClellan himself 
participate. Among other elements in the art of war, however, McClellan 
had learned how to advertise his exploits; and the Napoleonic flourish of 
the following address, coming when the nation was hungry for a winning 
general, had much to do (together with newspaper advertising) in estab- 
lishing his reputation : 

Soldiers of the Army of the West! 

I am more than satisfied with you. 

\ou have annihilated two armies, commanded by educated and experienced 
soldiers, intrenched in mountain fastnesses fortified at their leisure. You have 
taken five guns, twelve colors, fifteen hundred stand of arms, one thousand 
prisoners, including more than forty officers — one of the two commanders of 

The number of casualties has been variously reported and seems never to have 
been precisely ascertained. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IV, 118; Rhodes, Hist, of 
the U. S., Ill, 36a; Moore, Rebel!. Rec. (Doc.}. I, 133— 134. 
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the rebels is a prisoner, the other lost his life on the field of battle. You have 
killed more than two hundred and fifty of the enemy, who has lost all his bag- 
gage and camp equipage. All this has been accomplished with the loss of twenty 
brave men killed and sixty wounded on your part. 

You have proved that Union men, fighting for the preservation of our Gov- 
ernment, are more than a match for our misguided and erring brethren; more 
than this, you have shown mercy to the vanquished. You have made long and 
arduous marches, often with insufficient food, frequently exposed to the in- 
clemency of the weather. I have not hesitated to demand this of you, feeling 
that 1 could rely on your endurance, patriotism, and courage. ■ . . 

I am proud to say that you have gained the highest reward that American 
troops can receive — the thanks of Congress and the applause of your fellow- 
citizens. 

Geo. B. McClellan, 

Major-General, U. S. Army, Commanding.* 


3 

By mid-summer of 1861 the border states were, in general, saved for 
the Union. With the encouragement of Federal troops a Unionist govern- 
ment for Virginia was set up at Wheeling. Maryland, whose control was 
vital to the United States, was definitely stabilized as a Union state; for 
though the Confederates were to struggle for its "liberation," they were 
destined never to achieve that objective. In Kentucky and Missouri, Union 
sentiment contended with Confederate feeling on somewhat better than 
equal terms. The governors of both these states (Beriah Magoffin in Ken- 
tucky and Claiborne F. Jackson in Missouri) were active secessionists, and 
both replied with indignant refusals to Lincoln's call for militia; but they 
failed to swing their commonwealths into the Confederacy. The policy of 
"neutrality” was maintained in Kentucky long enough to prevent the pas- 
sage of a secession ordinance; while in Missouri military action under such 
leaders as Francis P. Blair, Jr., and Nathaniel Lyon gave initial success to 
the Unionist movement. The Confederate camp near St. Louis was broken 
up and the Jackson government was turned out of the state capital and sub- 
jected to defeats which broke its prestige and left it but a weak contender 
for governmental control in the state. Such being the horder situation gen- 
erally in 1 86 r, 1 the Virginia battle front, involving the protection of Rich- 
mond on the one side and of Washington on the other, became the most 
important area of war, and it remained so throughout the conflict. 

In July, 1861, the Union general McDowell guarded the capital from 
a position near Centreville, about twenty miles southwest of Washington; 
while the main Confederate army under Beauregard was stationed near by 

* Offi e. Ree , 1 set., II, *36. 

* For a discussion of developments in the border region see below, chap. 12. 
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at Manassas. Since at this point the Orange and Alexandria Railroad joined 
a line from the Shenandoah Valley, Beauregard's force, besides threatening 
Washington, was occupying a junction point which was vital for the pro- 
tection of Richmond. Under pressure from popular clamor and newspaper 
agitation, McDowell planned a forward movement; and authorities agree 
that his plans were well laid. Though he had, for the most part, merely an 
aggregation of Chilians in uniform, he had a few regulars, and his oppo- 
nents’ forces were as raw as his own. McDowell’s campaign was based on 
the understanding that the Confederate force under Joseph E, Johnston, 
then at Winchester, was to be prevented from joining Beauregard. This 
was the task of General Patterson, who was expected to engage Johnston 
and keep him occupied. Even if defeated in such an engagement, he would 
have strengthened McDowell by preventing the reinforcement of Beaure- 
gard. Patterson's part in the campaign was not performed, however, and 
Johnston was allowed to slip away. His main force joined Beauregard on 
July 20. 

Next day the attack was made by McDowell; and at first the Union 
forces dislodged the Confederates. Up to mid-afiemoon the Federals had, 
in general, the better of the fight, having fought exceedingly well for raw 
troops. For a time Richmond was shaken by rumor of a Confederate dtbdcle. 
The Southerners, however, had several advantages. Their task was more 
that of defense and less of making long advances under fire than that of the 
Federals; and their cause was furthered by the arrival of reinforcements 
when most needed, and by short, quick assaults in which the Yankees were 
given to know the fury of the "rebel veil." In these operations the com- 
mands of Bee and Bartow, Kirby Smith, and T. J. Jackson particularly 
distinguished themselves. It was here that Jackson won his sobriquet "Stone- 
wall.” The conduct of this one commander did much to prevent a Confed- 
erate rout, while Johnston’s reinforcements contributed the added factor 
needed for victory. It took desperate fighting to drive the Unionists from 
their position on Henry Hill; this having been done, McDowell was forced 
to retreat in the direction of Washington. 

The retreat was at first orderly, and at CentTeville the Federals blocked 
such limited pursuit as the Confederates attempted; but when the soldiers 
w'ere fired upon in the road, becoming meanwhile entangled in a mass of 
camp followers, congressmen, and spectators, control was lost and the army 
disintegrated into a mob which rushed pell-mell into Washington. 

There was never anything like it Jwrote a spectator-congressmanj for cause- 
less, sheer, absolute, absurd cowardice, or rather panic, on this miserable earth 
before. Off they went, one and all; off down the highway, over across fields, 
towards the woods, anywhere, everywhere, to escape. Well, the further they 
ran the more frightened they grew, and although we moved on as rapidly as we 
could, the fugitives passed us by scores. To enable them better to run, they 
threw away their blankets, knapsacks, canteens, and finally muskets, cartridge- 
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boxes, and everything else. We called to them, tried to tell them there was no 
danger, called them to stop, implored them to stand. We called them cowards, 
denounced them in the most offensive terms, put out our heavy revolvers, and 
threatened to shoot them, but all in vain; a cruel, crazy, mad, hopeless panic 
possessed them, and communicated to everybody about in front and rear. The 
heat was awful, although now about six; the men were exhausted — their mouths 
gaped, their lips cracked and blackened with the powder of the cartridges they 
had bitten off in the battle, their eyes starting in frenzy; no mortal ever saw 
such a mass of ghastly wretches. 2 

Though Bull Run seemed a smashing defeat for the Federals, yet, like 
most battles of the war, it was indecisive, producing no serious military dis- 
advantage for the North nor gain, except in terms of pride and exultation, 
for the South. Indeed, since the grim realities of the battle served to stimu- 
late war preparation in the North while causing relaxation in the South, 
the balance of benefit probably belonged to the Union side. The spirit in 
which the North received the humiliating news of the battle was typified 
by a memorandum in which President Lincoln outlined the “military pol- 
icy suggested by the Bull Run defeat.” This memorandum called for tight- 
ening the blockade, drilling the new volunteers, holding Baltimore with a 
"gentle but firm” hand, strengthening Patterson or Banks, reorganizing the 
forces lately engaged at Manassas, keeping the lines open from Washing- 
ton to Manassas and from Harpers Ferry to Strasburg, and organizing a 
forward movement in the West which would shake the Confederate hold 
upon Tennessee. 

Though McDowell had in fact served his country well, he was so dis- 
credited by Bull Run that a new commander was demanded. McClellan 
was promptly elevated to McDowell’s command, and with the retirement of 
General Scott on November r, 1861, he became general-in-chief of the 
army of the United States. At this time the matter of greatest concern to 
the Union government was the exposed and defenseless condition of Wash- 
ington. On July 26, 1861, Edwin M. Stanton, who was convinced that the 
national “disgrace” was due to the "imbecility” of the Lincoln administra- 
tion, wrote as follows; “The capture of Washington seems now to be in- 
evitable; during the whole of Monday and Tuesday [July 22 and 23] it 
might have been taken without any resistance.” McClellan found a few de- 
tached works and hasty intrenchmcnts, but “in no sense . . . any gen- 
eral defensive line.” Positions from which the enemy could have com- 
manded the city of Washington were open for their occupation; and the 
city was “full of drunken men in uniform,” 2 with McDowell’s army so de- 
moralized that its officers and men were leaving their camps at will. The 

- Statement of A. G. Riddle, member of Congress from Ohio. Quoted by S. S. 
Cox In Three Decades of Federal Legislation, 158. 

3 McClellans Ou*n Story’, 67-68. 
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two great tasks to which the new commander at once addressed himself, 
and for which he was peculiarly fitted, were the preparation of adequate 
defenses to protect the capital and, more especially, the drilling of the new 
levies. McClellan showed himself a brilliant organizer of an army, but so 
fully did these tasks occupy him that he attempted no forward movement 
until the spring of 1862. Fortunately for the cause of the United States, 
the Confederates, at this critical stage of the war, lost their "chance” to 
seize the capital. 

In the South, according to Joseph E. Johnston, the army was "more 
disorganized by victory than that of the United States by defeat." * Presi- 
dent Davis was accused of having blocked a concerted movement by John- 
ston and Beauregard which would have caught McDowell before his ad- 
vance to Manassas, and also of preventing such a pursuit after Bull Run as 
would presumably have resulted in the capture of Washington and the 
“liberation” of Maryland. Davis’s defenders, on the other hand, claimed 
that he “with much animation asserted the necessity for an urgent pursuit 
that night” but that Johnston "was decidedly averse to an immediate of- 
fensive, and emphatically discountenanced it as impracticable." * Author- 
ities differ as to the ability of the Confederates to follow up their victory, 
but the sharpness of the controversy at the time and the bitterness of post- 
war recriminations reveal the disappointment with which Southern lead- 
ers realized the futility of their hard-earned victory. 

4 

There now ensued a period of inaction in the East, and meanwhile the 
«var was brought home to the people of the West. In Kentucky, Lincoln's 
native state, communities and families were rent asunder, with brothers 
fighting on opposite sides. Some of Lincoln's Kentucky friends were now 
arrayed against him; the brother-in-law of Mrs. Lincoln (Ben H. Helm) 
was a Confederate colonel and was to become a brigadier general. 
George B. Crittenden was a major general in the Confederate army; his 
brother, Thomas L. Crittenden, held the same rank in the Union army. 
They were sons of John J. Crittenden, who had been untiring in his efforts 
to prevent war. Union recruits could be seen marching up one side of a 
street in Louisville while Confederate recruits marched down the other. 
When a train carrying a Union company to General William Nelson’s 
camp took on board a company of Confederates on their way to Camp 

4 Battles and Leaders, I, 252. 

* Hudson Strode. Jefferson Davis, Confederate President, 123— 124. For the 
controversy on this subject, sec Offic. Rec., 1 ser., II. 504 ff.; Battles and Leaders, 
I, 198 ff.; D. S. Freeman, Lee’s Lieutenants, I, 76—78; T. Harry Williams, 
P. G. T. Beauregard: Napoleon in Gray, 96—99; G E. Go van an d J. W. Livingood, 
A Different Valor, 59-60, 407. 



202 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


Boone, a "treaty” was made by the opposing officers according to which the 
men were placed in separate cars. 

While organization in the West was slowly proceeding to the point 
where armies were taking shape, an incident occurred which illustrated 
the miscalculations and blunders of the Union war administration. Chief 
command of the Union forces in Kentucky had been assigned to Brigadier 
General Robert Anderson of Sumter fame. Unable to endure the "mental 
torture" of his command, he relinquished it to General W. T. Sherman. 
Conferring with Secretary of War Cameron in Louisville in October of 
1861, Sherman argued that, for effective offense, a force of 200,000 men 
would be needed in the West. Sherman’s “insane” request was reported to 
the public; the general’s "insanity” became a bit of stereotyped gossip 
which newspapers fostered; and Sherman was relieved of command of the 
Department of the Cumberland and placed in a subordinate position. The 
Union war department was at that time incompetent in its efforts to raise 
an army; and some of the regiments offered by Northern states were re- 
fused by a war ministry which could not keep up with the process of or- 
ganizing them. 

The year 1861 passed without a clash at arms on the Kentucky front; 
but in January, 1862, a minor engagement occurred between the Union 
commander, J. A. Garfield, and the Confederate general, Humphrey Mar- 
shall, near Prestonburg in the eastern part of tire state. Both commanders 
withdrew from the field, each claiming victory; but the biographers of 
Garfield have hailed it as an important battle which established the Un- 
ion hold upon eastern Kentucky. Shortly after this, one of the ablest of the 
Union commanders, George H. Thomas, defeated a Confederate force un- 
der General George B. Crittenden in the battle of Mill Springs. Though 
Thomas’s victory opened the road for an invasion of eastern Tennessee, 
the difficulties of transportation and provisioning prevented such a move- 
ment. It was admitted by their own officers that the Confederates were 
placed at a disadvantage in this battle by desertion in their ranks. 

Major operations in the West now opened, yielding such results as to 
give promise of ultimate Federal success in the vital “river war” — i.e., com- 
bined operations of armies and gunboats on large inland streams. Formida- 
ble posts were held by the Confederates at Columbus, Kentucky, on the 
Mississippi, Fort Henry on the Tennessee, and Fort Donelson on the Cum- 
berland. The strategic value of these river positions is indicated by the fact 
that General Albert Sidney Johnston, Confederate commander in the West, 
was defending Nashville at Donelson. By a coordinated land-and-water ef- 
fort under Grant for the army and Foote for die flotilla of armored vessels, 
Fort Henry was brought to surrender on February 6, 1862. While Grant 
was advancing his army toward the Confederate works, the capture was 
effected as the result of a short batdc between die fort and the fleet, in 
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which the losses were slight. The capture of Fort Donelson soon followed 
(February 16, 1862), but only after heavy fighting between Confederate 
forces under Pillow, Floyd, and Buckner, and Union forces under Mc- 
Clemand, Charles F. Smith, and Lew Wallace, with the cooperation of 
the flotilla under Foote. 

The Federal victory at Donelson was promoted by a combination of 
factors. Confederate strategy was defective in permitting so many troops 
to be bottled up. There was noticeable lack of harmony between the South- 
ern generals in command. The Confederates failed to attack before Grant's 
reinforcements arrived and they did not effectively use their own rein- 
forcements which Johnston had sent. An important element in Union vic- 
tory was the boldness of Grant, who, though absent daring the earlier 
hours of fighting, came up at a time of Federal discomfiture, concluded 
that the enemy was in worse condition than he was, and ordered a charge 
upon the left. Though superior ia the earlier stages of a combat which 
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had opened on the 1 3th, the Confederates on the 1 5th had taken refuge 
within their works. That night their commanders (Floyd, Pillow, and 
Buckner) held a council of war at which it was decided that further re- 
sistance could only result in needless slaughter and that the fort must be 
surrendered. Floyd and Pillow fled during the night; and the surrender 
was left to Buckner, whose conduct in the emergency was dignified and 
high-minded. 

On being requested by Buckner to state the conditions upon which he 
would accept capitulation, Grant sent the laconic response: 

H d Qrs. Army in the Field 

Camp near Donelson, Feby 16 th 1862 

Gen. S. B. Buckner, 

Confed. Army, 

Sir: Yours of this date proposing Armistice, and appointment of Commis- 
sioners, to settle terms of Capitulation is just received. No terms except an un- 
conditional and immediate surrender can be accepted. 

I propose to move immediately upon your works. 

I am Sir: very respectfully 

Your obt. sevt. 

U. S. Grant 

Brig. Gen. 1 

Buckner accepted these "ungenerous and unchivalrous terms” as he 
called them; and on the 16th Grant took over the fort, reporting the cap- 
ture of a Confederate force of approximately 12,000 men and forty ar- 
tillery pieces. 

After months of discouragement the news of the river war sent a thrill 
throughout the North, and many thought the end near at hand. “After 
this, it certainly cannot be materially postponed,” declared the New York 
Times. “The monster is already clutched and in his death struggle.” 2 The 
fruits of Union victory now became evident with the evacuation of the 
Confederate position at Columbus and the retreat of Albert Sidney John- 
ston, ranking Confederate general in the West, who was forced not only to 
abandon his Kentucky front but to evacuate Nashville as well. 2 

5 

With high optimism Grant now' sought to consolidate the results of 
Henry and Donelson. So soon as a decisive Federal victor)' should be won 
he thought the "rebellion” would "collapse” in the West, and he consid- 

1 Facsimile in Bodies and Leaders, I, 427. See also Grant, Memoirs, I, 31 1- 

3:2. 

: New York Times, Feb. 17, 1862, p. 4. 

5 The Confederates evacuated Nashville by February 25, 1862; Columbus by 
March 2 (.Ofnc. Bee., 1 ser., VII, 426, 436-437). 
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ered Donelson such a victory. "The Tennessee and Cumberland rivers,” he 
noted, “from their mouths to the he3tl of navigation, were secured.” 1 He 
was soon to find, however, that a new Confederate line was forming farther 
south, and that a powerful Confederate effort was now making to regain 
everything that was lost. Shiloh, the "severest battle fought at the West 
during the war,” * was the result of this new effort. Though fought nearly 
a year after the war began, the battle was notable for the inexperience of 
the troops and the ease with which the whole Union war machine was 
thrown out of gear by a surprise attack. Few who engaged in the battle had 
any comprehensive picture of it in their minds; and the official reports, 
especially of the first day's fight, give an impression of disjointed Federal 
units which failed to support each other and which were thus severally and 
successively driven back by Confederate charges and flanking movements. 

The attack found Grant unready. He was planning in terms of Union 
offensive, and was acting on his famous maxim that a successful general 
will think more about what he will do to the enemy than what the enemy 
Will do to him. Although his main army was at Pittsburg Landing on the 
west bank of the Tennessee, he had his headquarters at Savannah nine 
miles down the river (i.e., farther north) on the opposite side. His army 
"had no line or order of battle, no defensive works of any sort, no outposts, 
properly speaking, to give warning, or check the advance of an enemy, and 
no recognized head during the absence of the regular commander." * 

The most exposed position, at Shiloh Church, about three miles west 
of Pittsburg Landing, was held by the rawest of the troops, commanded by 
Sherman. At this point the Confederates suddenly struck in a sharp attack 
which constituted the main feature of the first day’s battle. As Sherman ex- 
plained, the place could easily have been made impregnable by defensive 
works; but in the inexperience which characterized the early period of the 
war this precaution was neglected, the more so because the invading army 
was conducting a forward movement. A hot and confused battle raged all 
day Sunday, April 6; and at the close of the day the Confederates were in 
occupation of the Union camps and the Federal line had been pushed a 
mile behind the position it had held in the morning. In disordered fighting 
the scattering troops lost touch with their units; fragments of broken regi- 
ments and companies joined such commands as they chanced to fall in 
with; only one of Sherman’s brigades retained its organization. Many of 
the Union soldiers had just received their muskets and hardly knew how 
to load them. Two colonels, as Grant explained, “led their regiments from 
the field on first hearing the whistle of the enemy's buffets." 4 At one stage 
of the battle Grant found four or five thousand stragglers lying panic- 

* Battles and Leaders, I, 485. 

* Ibid , I, 47g. 

s Ibid., I, 487. 

* Ibi 4 ., I, 473. 


206 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


stricken under cover of the river bluff. Union cavalry, useless in front, was 
employed to stop stragglers, who, recovering from their fright, would be 
quickly shifted to some part of the line where reinforcements were needed. 
Among other Federal difficulties in the Sunday fight was the delay of Gen- 
eral Lew Wallace in bringing up reinforcements. Because of a confusion 
of orders he consumed the whole day in moving his force a short distance, 
and, though the explanation of the delay left no basis for discredit, arrived 
after the first day’s battle was over. 

Grant, who had recently suffered a painful fall from his horse, was at 
Savannah when the firing began, but he rushed to the front as soon as pos- 
sible. Military historians differ heatedly over the effectiveness of his per- 
sonal leadership in the battle. John Codman Ropes, arguing that the divi- 
sional commanders were left to their own devices during the fighting on the 
first day at Shiloh, maintains that Grant "seems ... to have done little 
. . . except to show himself, and thus help to maintain confidence.” 0 On 
the other hand, J. F. C. Fuller terms Ropes’s charge "a gross calumny,” 
finds Grant’s leadership "quite wonderful,” and concludes: “. . . had not 
this half-crippled man, who on the night of the 6th— 7th slept among his 
men in torrents of rain and could get no rest because his ankle was much 
swollen, acted as he did, the battle would have been lost.” “ 

Though victorious in the first day’s battle, the Confederates suffered 
a serious loss in the death of their commanding general, Albert Sidney 
Johnston, who was hit in a leg artery and died from loss of blood. When 
the battle was resumed on Monday, Beauregard had succeeded Johnston 
and the Federals had been strengthened by reinforcements under Buell 
and Lew Wallace. With masses of fresh troops Grant was able, after ten 
hours of bitter struggle, to drive the enemy back upon Corinth; and Shi- 
loh passed into history, to be rcfought endlessly in post-mortem reviews 
and divisional reunions. 

Paralleling die Hcnry-Donelson-Shiloh campaign on die line of the 
Tennessee River, another Union army under General John Pope had been 
operating on the Mississippi, the whole being under the direction of Gen- 
eral Henry W. Halleck, with headquarters at St. Louis. Naval cooperadon 
was again supplied by the flotilla of gunboats and mortar boats under Ad- 
miral Foote. After die evacuation of Columbus, Kentucky, the Confeder- 
ates took their stand just below Columbus on a bend of die river known as 
"Madrid Bend,” with an army under Generals Polk and Pillow, and widi 
batteries both on die shore and on Island Number Ten, so placed as to 
command die river. After a long and useless naval bombardment, part of 
die Union fleet was run past the batteries of the Island, while transports 
carrying die troops were moved through a specially cut canal. Pope’s army 
of 20,000 was dius maneuvered into a commanding position below the 

5 Hopes, S(oo of the Civil 'War, II, 76. 

* Fuller, The Generalship of Ulysses S. Grant (London, 1929), 1(3. 
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bend. Already partly cut off by the swampy approaches to the shore, the 
Confederates were caught in a cul-de-sac, so that New Madrid was aban- 
doned March 14, and Island Number Ten, with its garrison of over 5000, 
was surrendered without bloodshed on April 7, i862. t In addition to the 
garrison there fell into Union hands a considerable amount of artillery, 
ammunition, and provisions. 

The continuation of the Shiloh campaign brought its further result 
when, Halleck having assumed personal command of the army, the Fed- 
eral forces at the end of May captured Corinth,* the position which Beaure- 
gard had occupied following Shiloh. The place was weakly defended and 
would readily have fallen before the heavy guns and superior force of the 
Army of the Tennessee. Under these circumstances, by the secrecy of their 
withdrawal, which took the Unionists completely by surprise, the Confed- 
erates achieved a strategic success. The earlier phase of the western war, 
with its steady Union advance, now came to a close; and Federal arms suf- 
fered various delays and setbacks before winning further victories at Vicks- 
burg and Chattanooga. 

T According to the statement of William Preston Johnston, Col., C. S. A., son 
of Albert Sidney Johnston, the surrendering garrison at Island Number Ten num- 
bered "6000 or 7000 men." Battles and Leaders, I, 549. Rear Admiral Henry 
Walke, U. S. N., gives the number as 5000. Ibid , 445-446. 

• Offic. Rec., x ser., X, pt. x, pp. 744, 761. 



CHAPTER II 


The Virginia Front 


i 

On the eastern front there had been a long lull after Bull Run. When 
Lincoln singled out McClellan as the man of the hour he not only placed 
him directly over the Army of the Potomac, but intrusted him with full 
command of the armies of the republic. The new commander has properly 
been called “the problem child of the Civil War,” for heated historical con- 
troversies have raged about nearly every aspect of his personality and ca- 
reer. "There was," T. Harry Williams remarks, “a duality in his character 
that made him at once honest and deceitful, simple and cunning, modest 
and arrogant, attractive and distasteful.” 1 Some historians have seen the 
one McClellan, some the other; and, accordingly, they have defended or 
attacked him. Pro-McClellan writers have pointed out how he was able “to 
take command of a demoralized and formless army, work it into shape, di- 
rect the Union effort as general-in-chief for a period, lead a difficult opera- 
tion against the South’s finest commanders, see his plan wrecked not by 
enemy action but by interference at home, suffer displacement at the 
height of a great campaign, step down not because of defeat but because 
of hostile intrigue, step back when disaster befell his first successor, direct 
a desperate yet successful defense when Lee struck north via Maryland, 
prepare another advance (his second offensive and third major campaign 
in a year), and, at the moment of fonvard movement, fall a victim to a 
relentless political pressure which Lincoln could not resist.” 2 Critics of 
the general have interpreted the same events as a sorry record of failures 
and have given the verdict: “McClellan was not a real general. McClellan 
was not even a disciplined, truthful soldier. McClellan was merely an at- 
tractive but vain and unstable man, with considerable military knowledge, 
who sat a horse well and wanted to be President." 5 

Even McClellan’s critics, however, admit that he was “a fine organizer 

1 Williams, Lincoln and His Generals, 25. 

3 Randall, Lincoln the President, II, 70. 

* K. P. Williams, Lincoln Finds a General, II, 479. 
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and trainer of troops.” 4 From July, i86x, to March, 1862, he devoted his 
time and energies to organizing the army for an overwhelming advance that 
would end the war with a flourish. A trained army of a quarter-million, 
drilled and organized after European models, with a formidable fleet for 
support, was what he wanted. As months passed he concerned himself with 
drawing memoranda, devising general plans for western and naval opera- 
tions as well as for those of his immediate army, giving advice as to foreign 
affairs, seeing to the defense of Washington, perfecting the divisions, brig- 
ades, and regiments of his infantry, studying the proportion of artillery 
pieces to each thousand men and the relation of field batteries to infantry 
units, building up his staff of adjutants and inspectors, marshaling his en- 
gineers, quartermasters, and commissaries, assembling his balloons and 
telegraph operators, and ordering all the infinite details which he deemed 
necessary before operations in the field could be thought of. His days were 
spent in the saddle, his nights in office work. He rode everywhere and saw 
everything. Much of his time was devoted to reports intended for posterity, 
putting things "on record” to show that the general in chief had left noth- 
ing undone. “Grand renews established ... the fact of progress in the 
equipment, instruction, and drill of the troops. At Bailey’s Cross-roads 
might have been seen a rendezvous of 50,000 men, with all the parapher- 
nalia of a campaign. ... No such spectacle had ever been seen in the 
United States; . . . to a European not the least curious part of the pag- 
eant was the President, with his entire Cabinet, in citizens’ dress, boldly 
caracoling at the head . . . and riding down the long lines of troops to 
the rattle of drums, the flourish of trumpets, and the loud huzzas of the 
whole army." * 

All this time Lincoln, under pressure from the public and Congress, 
was pathetically eager that something be done; else, he is reported to have 
Said, “the bottom would drop out of the whole concern.” * Inexperienced 
as he was in such matters, he had been devouring military treatises, poring 
over maps, attending war councils, issuing repeated calls for troops, study- 
ing high military appointments, and engaging in an extensive correspond- 
ence regarding the affairs of the army. G. F. R. Henderson, the biographer 
of Stonewall Jackson, has argued that Lincoln’s interference in these mat- 
ters was a plague to the Union army, and John Co dm an Ropes agreed that 
the President possessed “an entire unfitness to have any general direction 
over military men," an "inaptitude for war” which he "retained to the end 
of his life." T General Colin Ballard, on the other hand, wrote a book to 
demonstrate T he Military Genius of Abraham Lincoln, and T. Harry Wil- 

* T. H. Williams. Lincoln and His Generals, 27. 

* Philippe, comte de Paris, in Battles and Leaders, II, 1 18. 

* Chamwood, Abraham Lincoln, 277. 

* Ropes, "The Peninsular Campaign. General McClellan's Plans," Mil. Hist. 
So c. Moss., I, 77 . quoted in K. P. W illiams , Lincoln Finds a General, I, 140. 
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liams maintains that Lincoln was "a great natural strategist, a better one 
than any of his generals,” a President whose 'larger strategy” did more 
than “any general to win the war for the Union.” 8 

McClellan, it is quite clear, agreed with the critics of Lincoln. He 
found it "perfectly sickening” to be obliged to listen to the President’s well 
meant advice on military matters and concluded that his civilian superi- 
ors were motivated by “hypocrisy, knavery, and folly.” 6 Feeling the coun- 
try’s safety to be resting on his own shoulders, he bore himself toward his 
chief with a marked assumption of superiority and showed what John Hay 
called “unparalleled insolence of epaulettes” 10 in snubbing the President, 
writing complaining letters, and disregarding his requests. With Congress 
and the public stridently demanding an offensive, Lincoln decided to force 
his slow-moving general into action. In January, 1862, he issued a special 
command, designated as the “President’s General War Order No. 1” for a 
general forward movement of the Union forces to take place February 22. 
At this time, as for months previous, Johnston’s army was at Manassas, 
while McClellan faced him near by, with a force three times as large. Lin- 
coln, of course, expected a direct movement upon the Confederates; but 
McClellan, ignoring the President’s "war order,” decided upon an oblique 
advance to Richmond by way of the Peninsula between the York and James 
rivers, a plan which offered military advantages but which Lincoln consid- 
ered to have serious defects. A huge troop embarkation with the cooperation 
of the Potomac flotilla now took place; and by May 1 McClellan was safely 
on the Peninsula with an army of 1 12,000 and a firm hold on his base at 
Fort Monroe. 11 All was now set for an advance upon the Confederate capi- 
tal. His preliminary plans, however, had gone partly awry; for Lincoln, un- 
der pressure from McClellan’s opponents and fearful that not enough 
troops had been left to defend Washington, had relieved the general of su- 
preme command, had reorganized the army under corps commanders, and 
had withheld McDowell’s corps, 12 thus materially weakening the peninsular 
forces. 

* T. H. Williams, Lincoln and His Generals, vii, 

« Warren W. Hassler, Jr., Genera! George B. McClellan: Shield of the Union, 
115. 

10 Diary of John Hay, Nov. 15, 1861, quoted in W. R. Thayer, Life . . . of 
John Hay, I, 124. 

15 On April 30, 1862, the total of the Army of the Potomac, present and absent, 
was 130,378. The number present for duty was 112,392. Offic. Rec., 1 ser., XI, 
pt. 3, 130. 

12 Around this decision to withhold McDowell's corps rages “one of the greatest 
controversies of the Civil War." For opposing views see Hassler, op. cit., 78—81; 
K. P. Williams, op. cit., I, 159-160. 
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Yorktown would probably have yielded at once to Union assaults, 1 but 
McClellan devoted a month to a siege, after which, having occupied the 
abandoned Confederate works, he could write "Yorktown is in our posses- 
sion" (May 4, 1862). Retiring up the Peninsula toward Richmond the 
Confederates checked the Union pursuit in the battle of Williamsburg 
(May 5), in which Longstreet, commanding the Confederate rear guard, 
fought off large Union numbers, dislocating McClellan’s plan to fall upon 
the main Confederate force under Johnston. Norfolk fell into Union hands; 
and the James River was now open to those land-and-water operations in 
which the Unionists had been particularly successful. The Federal fleet, 
however, was halted at Drewry's Bluff near Richmond, and subsequent 
events rendered useless its whole effort on the line of the James. 

With his base and headquarters at White House Landing, McClellan 
now planned a cautious advance upon Richmond, expecting a great deci- 
sive battle. Reporting that he had only 80,000 effectives, and desiring to 
overawe the "enemies of the Constitution" with the hugest possible force 
even though it might be more than necessary, he urged that his army be 
rein forced. An essential condition of success for his plans was coopera- 
tion in Washington, with the concentration under his command of avail- 
able Federal forces in Virginia. Whether with this cooperation and aug- 
mented force he could have taken Richmond is a speculative problem on 
which authorities will forever differ. Kenneth P. Williams has cogently ar- 
gued that "For a resolute and able commander the road to Richmond was 
open . . * but it can be replied that had McClellan broken into the 

Confederate capital, "Lee might have crashed into his rear, severed his 
communications, nullified his chance for naval support, and isolated his 
army,” thus turning a brief Union triumph into "a death trap.” * 

Cooperation in Washington, however, was withheld; Lincoln and 
Stanton were talcing counsel of their fears for the Federal capital. Lincoln 
thought the way to “cover” Washington was to keep McDowell directly be- 
tween the two capitals: thinking in terms of strategy McClellan urged 
that the Confederates were not attacking Washington by way of Fred- 

1 Yorktown itself had strong defeases, but the Confederate fortified line from 
Yorktown across the Peninsula to the James River had weak points and could prob- 
ably have been earned by assault. 

* Lincoln Finds a General I, 231. 

* Randall, Lincoln the President, II, 97. Years after the war, Lee himself de- 
clared that McClellan could not have entered Richmond at this time, "that he 
[Lee] had telccn every precaution to prevent it, . . . that it [Richmond] could not 
have been taken unless his own men had acted much worse than he had any rea- 
son to expect they would . . . , and that he was much stronger then than when 
Grant was before Richmond, as then he had only 4 $.000 men.” Browning, Diary, 
II, 216—217. Cf. Emory Upton, Military Policy of the V. S., 312 it. 
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ericksburg, that McDowell’s service was to be measured in terms of inter- 
position against an actually threatening Confederate army, and that Wash- 
ington was virtually being defended on the Peninsula. McDowell with his 
40,000 was indeed ordered to advance on Richmond, but his effective co- 
operation widi McClellan never materialized. 

McClellan being overruled, it was Lincoln and Stanton, with their 
civilian advisers, against two of the ablest soldiers America has known — 
Lee and Jackson; for with the wounding of J. E. Johnston at Seven Pines 
(Fair Oaks) * Robert E. Lee had come into command of the forces pro- 
tecting Richmond. Against the superior numbers of the enemy these bril- 
liant Confederate commanders now made a striking use of brains, audac- 
ity, and swift movement, utilizing interior lines and taking advantage of 
Union blunders and of McClellan’s caution, which they read like an open 
book. Jackson's task was to operate in the Shenandoah Valley, threatening 
Washington by way of Harpers Ferry. Against his force (estimated at 
16,000) tire Federals brought into the Valley forces estimated at nearly 
45, 000, 6 while all the time McClellan on the Peninsula faced Richmond 
with his more than 100,000. Jackson’s strategy was not to fight a major 
battle nor to win and hold this or that place, but to fall consecutively upon 
the Union commanders before they could unite, create a panic as to the 
safety of Washington, and thus prevent the one thing that would best de- 
feat Lee — i.e., reinforcement of McClellan. In this purpose he was nota- 
bly successful. By successive blows upon Shields, Milroy, Banks, and Fre- 
mont (in the battles of Kernstown, McDowell, Winchester, Cross Keys, 
and Port Republic) he had the Union authorities mystified as to his move- 
ments, and caused Northern newspapers to shriek, “Washington is in dan- 
ger.” Lincoln was not frightened, but, thinking he saw a marvelous op- 
portunity to trap Jackson in the Valley, he detached McDowell’s corps from 
McClellan’s army. Though one of the President’s admirers calls the order 
"die first case of inspired warfare by die Federals in Virginia” since the 
early days of the war, 0 the result was to deprive McClellan of 40,000 men 

* Sec below, p. 213, n. 2. 

b Hatties and Headers , II, 285 n. The student of Civil War campaigns soon 
learns to attach a question mark to practically every statement as to numbers. Par- 
ticularly in this Valley campaign, in which there was constant shifting of forces from 
one command to another, there is general disagreement as to the strength of the 
forces engaged. On May 25, 1862 ( Offic . lice., r scr., XI, pt. r, 3 r), Geary reported 
Jacksons strength as r 0,000; while it is stated in a Confederate source that his 
strength was 15.000 to 15,000 (Battles and Leaders, II, 285). G. F. R. Henderson 
(Stonewall Jackson, I, 413) and Frank E. Vandiver (Mighty Stonewall, 239) agree 
on the figure 1 6,000. Federal reports estimated Jackson's force at Kernstown as 
about 15,000 to Shields’s 8000 (OfTic. Rcc., 1 ser., XII, pt. 1, 335); at Winchester 
(May 25, 1862) his force was estimated at r 5,000 as compared to Banks’s less than 
4000 (ibid., 528}. 

* K. P. Williams, Lincoln Finds a General, I, 223. 
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at the moment when his advance on the Confederate capital was about to 
materialize. Haring kept Union forces away from Richmond to the extent 
of several times his own numbers, Jackson then joined Lee in time to add 
his strength to the main Confederate defense. 

3 

In June of 1862 the Confederates had about 85,000 men to defend 
Richmond, while McClellan had approximately 100,000 on the Penin- 
sula, with about 40,000 elsewhere in Virginia. 1 The first main grapple in 
the peninsular campaign had occurred at Seven Pines (Fair Oaks) on May 
31— June i.* The Union army at this time straddled the Chickahominy, 
about one-third being north of that river. Johnston had struck, and there 
followed a severe and bloody encounter whose main results were that John- 
ston’s force was driven back toward Richmond and Johnston himself was 
badly wounded. 

In these difficult circumstances the Army of Northern Virginia, which 
was thenceforward to "carry the South on its bayonets," passed to the com- 
mand of Robert E. Lee. Though at this time he was occupied with military 
administration at Richmond, active service as a high officer in the army 
better suited his genius and experience. Son of "Light Horse Harry" Lee, 
he was born in Westmoreland County near the birthplace of Washington, 

1 Freeman gives Lee's strength, after Jackson joined him, as 85,500 "of all 
arms” (Freeman, Lee, II, i»6). Lee estimated the Union strength at this time at 
about 150,000 or more (ibid., 1 17). On May 31 the aggregate present for duty in 
the Army of the Potomac under McClellan (i.e., on the Peninsula) was reported as 
98,000 (O/pc. Rec., 1 ser., XI, pt. 3, 204). If the figures of Livermore are taken 
( Numbers and Losses, 86), it appears that Federals in the Seven Days' battles 
(June 25-JuIy 1, 1862) had 91,169 “effectives engaged,” while the Confederates 
had 91,481 "total engaged.” McClellan’s biographer states that the junction of Lee 
and Jackson at this time "gave them the largest array ever put into the field by the 
Confederacy” (W. S. Myers, General George Brinton McClellan, 295). See also 
T. G. Frothingham, "The Peninsula Campaign of tB62,” Proceedings, Mass, Hist. 
Soc., vol. LVIL 

1 The battle of Seven Pines (Fair Oaks) was a hard-fought major engagement 
between the Confederate army under J. E. Johnston and Union forces under Mo 
Clelian (May 31— June 1, »86*). Johnston's full strength was about 60,000 or 
70,000, the full Union strength about 100,000. The three Union corps engaged had 
a force of about 50,000, the four Confederate divisions engaged about 39,000. 
Those “in close action” numbered about 12,000 Federals and 9500 Confederates. 

!t Is of interest that borh R. £ Lee and Jefferson Paris were under fire in this 
battle, though Lee at this time had no field command, being on staff duty in the 
Confederate war department. The repulse of the Confederates at the gates of Rich- 
mond (the distance being about seven miles), and the feeling that the army had 
lost another Johnston, made the event a peculiarly bitter one for the South. The 
Federals lost In killed and wounded about 4300, the Confederates about 5700. 
Battles and Leaders, II, 210 ff.; Freeman, Lee, II, ch. vii. 
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tragedy of the war was concentrated in the cup which he had to drink in 
resigning his commission. He had opposed both slavery and secession; but 
when Virginia seceded, the lifelong habits of his mind and the influence 
of his environment drew him to the South and to the defense of his state. 

Douglas Freeman has called Lee’s decision "the answer he was bom 
to make.” Finding himself in Texas on military duty while the secession 
crisis developed, he was so far out of sympathy with secessionists that he 
withdrew "into himself and . . . guard[ed] his tongue.” While events 
"rushed on” and passion “continued high,” “Lee still hoped." Long weeks 
before his resignation became necessary his position had become clear in 
his own mind: “if secession destroyed the Union, Lee intended to resign 
from the army and to fight neither for the South nor for the North, unless 
he had to act one way or the other in defense of Virginia.” * As Freeman 
shows, his choice was not a matter of walking the floor in agonized uncer- 
tainty between two alternatives just prior to resignation, but of watching 
events to see if conflict of allegiance could be avoided, knowing well that 
if Virginia went with the South his only course would be to resign from 
the army and go with his state. 1 

Lee’s dilemma (for so it may be called without implying any waver- 
ing in his own mind as to where duty lay) illustrated the plight into 
which Southern officers of the United States army and navy were forced 
by the War between the States. Admiral Fairagut, George H. Thomas, and 
Winfield Scott are among the Southerners who faced the same question 
and decided it differently. Military men felt that muddling politicians had 
somehow got the country into a situation which forced a hateful duty upon 
them; nearly all the Southern officers interpreted that duty in the same 
light as Lee. It was a matter of conflicting loyalties, and decision had to 
be rendered in the court of individual conscience. Despite bis whole- 
hearted effort Lee was not one of those who felt after Appomattox that 
the South had “lost all.” Having put his utmost into a war which he would 
have preferred to avoid, he was ready to accept the military decision. His 
spirit was thus to become a power and a guide for the “new South” as well 
as for the days of dark conflict. 

Lee’s exalted character has been aptly compared to that of Washing- 
ton. His stature as a general is seen in his use of inferior numbers and re- 
sources for the protection of Richmond against McClellan and his suc- 
cessors, and in the spirit he infused into the Army of Northern Virginia. 
His tempered control of the army was not due to iron rigor; Lee's manner 
was not that of the mailed fist. His discipline depended rather on morale.* 

« Freeman, R. E. Lee, I, 414-41 5, 442-423. 

» When Virginia actually left the Union, Lee is said to have remarked that he 
could not "see the good of secession." I bid., I, 439. 

« Douglas Freeman (1 bid., n, 33s) refers to "the voluntary association known 
as the Army of Northern Vir ginia " 
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With an unusual memory for names and faces he knew and loved his 
army. Though viewing him at something of a distance his men recipro- 
cated with an affection that amounted to hero worship. 

After the union of Lee and Jackson for the defense of Richmond the 
opposing armies came to blows in what was known as the “Seven Days” 
(June 25-July 1, 1862). Beginning at Mechanicsville (Beaver Dam 
Creek, June 26) and proceeding through Gaines’s Mill (June 27), Sav- 
age Station (June 29), and Frayser’s Farm (June go), the great armies 
struggled desperately as McClellan, retiring from the Chickahominy, 
changed his base from White House on the Pamunkey to Harrison’s Land- 
ing on the James. Near Harrison’s Landing at Malvern Hill there was 
fought on July 1 the final conflict of the Seven Days; and it proved one 
of the most terrible battles of the war. The engagement stands as a Union 
victory; yet McClellan had not taken Richmond, and this failure grievously 
disappointed Lincoln. 

Lincoln now pondered the twin problems of replacing McClellan and 
of removing the Army of the Potomac from the Peninsula. Visiting 
McClellan’s headquarters July 9 he subjected the generals to a barrage of 
questions. He inquired as to the health and numerical strength of the 
army, the whereabouts of the enemy, the desirability and practicability of 
"getting the army away from here,” and the like. He was informed that 
McClellan had about 75,000 or 80,000 men, that the enemy was four 
or five miles away, and that the army was probably "safe” with the help of 
the navy. From his questioning he deduced that 160,000 men had gone 
into McClellan’s army, that 86,500 remained, that no more than 23,500 
had been killed or wounded, that 50,000 had "left otherwise,” and that if 
these men could be brought back McClellan could go into Richmond in 
three days. 

Lincoln’s mind was now crowded with many problems : England's pos- 
sible recognition of the Confederacy, compensated emancipation, the grow- 
ing demand for a stroke against slavery, the passing of vindictive legislation 
in Congress, rumblings of Northern discontent, and anxiety for his party 
in the coming congressional election. McClellan had written and handed 
to the President in person a letter (the "Harrison’s Landing letter,” July 7, 
1862) 7 which the general’s enemies regarded as a "political document,” 
giving advice on matters within the functions of President and Congress, 
opposing military excess, warning that arbitrary arrests could not be 

7 McClellan's Own Story, 487; William Starr Myers, General George B rinton 
McClellan, 306 if. The letter was for Lincoln’s "private consideration” (ibid., 307). 
McClellan's course in writing this letter, which dealt principally with political, not 
military, matters, has been bitterly attacked (K. p. Williams, Lincoln Finds a Gen- 
eral, I, 149-250) and warmly defended (Randall, Lincoln the President, II, 
101—104; W. W. Hasslcr, op. cit., 177—178). 



The Virginia Front 


217 


tolerated, and counseling that war be conducted "upon the highest prin- 
ciples known to . . . civilization.” It "should not be ... a war upon 
population, but against armed forces and political organizations,” said be. 
Confiscation of Southern private property should not be thought of, and 
especially "forcible abolition of slatery" should be avoided; for a radical 
antislavery policy would result in the disintegration of the armies. 

Though McClellan had by no means failed, he had not attained his 
object, and Lincoln decided that the time had come to try new com- 
manders in the Eastern theater. He brought John Pope from the West and 
placed him in command of the forces of Fremont, Banks, and McDowell, 
with orders to operate in central Virginia and in the Shenandoah valley. 
Relinquishing duties which he and Secretary of War Stanton had per- 
formed since March, he restored the rank of general in chief of the Union 
armies and conferred this office upon Halleck, who was fresh from vic- 
tories in the West.* McClellan was reduced to a subordinate position and 
ordered to remove his army from the Peninsula to Aquia Creek on the 
Potomac, so that it could support Pope. In vain did McClellan protest 
against this move. His army was in fine condition, he asserted, and he 
was now planning a movement against Richmond by way of Petersburg. 
“Here,” he said, is the "true defence of Washington”; in front of his army 
was the "heart of the rebellion." Withdrawal, in his opinion, would be 
disastrous.* His advice, however, was disregarded; and he was denied com- 
mand of an active army. 

The promotion of Pope to high command in Virginia was the result of 
pressure from Republican Radicals, who liked his talk of McClellan's "in- 
competency and indisposition to active movements,” his promises to take 
“the most vigorous measures in the prosecution of the war,” and his 
predictions that "Slavery must perish.” 10 Though associated with easy vic- 
tories in the West with the help of the fleet, his aptness for supreme com- 
mand had by no means been demonstrated; and his supplanting of McClel- 
lan bore much the appearance of reward for ungenerous criticisms in 
which he had indulged and for boastful language used in testimony before 
the committee on the conduct of the war. He had confidently announced 

* Most historians hare been hostile to Halleck, quoting Lincoln’s disillusioned 
remark that the general proved to he little more than “a first-rate clerk.” (T. H. Wil- 
liam*, Lincoln end His Generals, 139.) K. P. Williams, on the other hand, argues 
that Halleck was a leader who “was a devoted student of military art and science 
and of the laws of wax; who bad an exalted sense of duty: who straightened out 

confusne. In. Missouri. . . . whss tor vstuy months held t position, vss Wash- 
ington harder than any other General in Chief or Chief of Staff has had; and whose 
telegrams had an enviable clarity.” (Lincoln Finds a General, V, 282.) 

• McClellan's Own Story, 497. 

»» David Donald, ed.. Inside Lincoln's CeiineS: The Civil War friaries of 
Salmon P. Chase, 97. 
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to this body that if matters had been placed in his charge in March noth- 
ing could have prevented his marching to New Orleans. 11 

The manner in which the Confederates disposed of Pope presents one 
of die most striking episodes of the war. It went far toward fixing Lee’s 
reputation as a daring strategist who thought not alone of “rules of war,” 
but of well-studied chances and probabilities. These chances were assessed 
in terms of Federal uncoordination, the backward look toward Washington, 
the likelihood that Pope would make mistakes, and the effectiveness of 
Jackson. It is doubtful whether similar methods would have worked against 
Grant or Sherman, or even against Pope without Jackson’s cooperation. 
What happened can only be briefly suggested here: the full story is too 
elaborate. There was first a minor attack upon a detached portion of the 
Union army, then a flanking movement and a raid upon the rear, then a 
maneuvered engagement with the main host. At Cedar Mountain (Au- 
gust 9) Jackson, with superior numbers, struck Banks. The results of the 
hard-fought engagement were indecisive. Though Banks suffered heavier 
casualties and Jackson was left in possession of the field, tactically the 
Confederate leader “badly botched” the fighting and the Southerners re- 
ceived a "significant rebuff.” » Undeterred, Jackson, by a remarkable 
march on Pope s right flank, involving a risky division of the Confederate 
forces swept north (away from Lee) through Thoroughfare Gap in the 

- U a 11 ount f ins ’ reac hed Pope’s rear, and assailed his communica- 
tions. At this point a daring raid was made upon the Federal base at 
Manassas, this phase being intrusted to Stuart’s cavalry. Seemingly this 
e t the detached Confederates under Jackson open to an attack and trap- 
ping movement. This, however, Pope failed to accomplish; and, the Fed- 

slin h^rf I" 8 3 Sh, t T h ‘ Ch LCC had antici P a ted, Jackson was allowed to 
foflow PreC1 * P ° int WherC Lee needed him for business to 

vJ U l hC ba " k °, f AugUSt 2 9-3° (Second Manassas) gallant 

on^the ,oth faiWr\ n rP l y rGpulsed: 3 fun '° US ° ffens5ve «*ion b? Pope 
on the 30th failed chiefly because of Pope’s errors, not for any lack of 

Union morale; and the struggle dosed with a counter-stroke by Lee upon a 

retreating enemy. In these operations, McClellan’s force at Aquia was left 

egy ° lTcoSwtto t? iS r in ^ bUt ° ne eXample ° f fauIt >' Federal strat ' 
g). In contrast to this, Confederate management had been at its best, 

liams, iv^deniefth^Sn^nlrp C ° ndemn P ° Pe ’ An «*!*«> I* K. P. Wil- 
-In cver>- important paSod, P TTl 3 Unl '° n debacle and maintains that 

nJK cS 357 P 0 3 C S 8 ) wn himse,f superior t0 McClcUan " 
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enabling Lee to bring to a brilliant conclusion his campaign for the relief 
of Richmond. Contrasting the situation after Second Manassas with 
Southern prospects at the time Lee assumed command of the Army of 
Northern Virginia, Douglas Freeman points out that at the beginning of 
June, 1862, McClellan was in front of Richmond, Jackson was menaced 
in the Valley by three strong Union forces, and western Virginia was in 
Union hands; while at the end of August western Virginia was nearly 
evacuated, the main Union army was in full retreat on Washington, and. 
With insignificant exceptions, "the only Federals closer than roo miles to 
Richmond were prisoners . . . and men . . . preparing to re- 
treat. . . “ 

4 

The state of the Union cause after the disaster of Second Manassas was 
critical in the extreme. The army of Pope, demoralized and badly whipped, 
was retiring toward Washington in disorder, with thousands of stragglers 
clogging the roads. Military control at Washington had fallen into con- 
fusion, with Secretary S Uncon, General HaBeck, and intriguing politicians 
urging their schemes upon the President and creating ij situation in which 
coordinated command was impossible. Fearing that Lee would descend 
upon the capital, Lincoln and Hallcck felt little confidence that they could 
save the distracted city. Pope being now discredited, the Union army was 
without a head; while the Confederate forces, in high morale from recent 
successes, were animated by the magnificent generalship of Lee and 
Jackson. 

The choice of a successor to Pope admitted of ni) delay. McClellan, 
the best general then available to command the Unioii army in the East, 
had been shelved, having been reduced to the command of the meager 
forces assigned to the immediate defense of Washington. As a concession 
to circumstance Lincoln asked him to "accept command of all the forces’’; 
but this action was taken with an embarrassing denial of moral support. 
Though the request came from the President, it was merely verbal; the 
only published order was that of September 2, which read: "Major-General 
McClellan will have command of the fortifications of Washington and of 
all the troops for the defense of the capital." Later McClellan was accused 
of "assuming command without authority”; and, to use his own words, he 
"fought the battles of South Mountain and Antietam with a halter around 


to win the battle without McClellan's cooperation. On the other, it can be said that 
McClellan moved with even more than his customary slowness, that he spoke loftily 
of leaving Pope "to get out of his scrape” (Offic. R ec., 1 sei., XII, 98), and that 
Lincoln thought McClellan "acted badly toward Pope" and “wanted him to fail” 
(Tyler Dennett, ed,, Lincoln and the Civil War in the . . . Diane s of John Hay, 
47)- 


Freeman, Lee, II, 343. 
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[his] neck,” for, he said, in case of defeat he might have been condemned 
to death. There was more than bragging in his statement: "I was fully 
aware of the risk I ran, but the path of duty was clear and I tried to fol- 
low it.” The wild cheers that greeted him as he met the retreating force 
gave evidence of that confidence in "Little Mac” which the soldiers of the 
Army of the Potomac never lost. "Men threw their caps high into the air, 
and . . . frolicked like school-boys. . . . They cheered and cheered 
again. ... It seemed as if an intermission had been declared in order 
that a reception might be tendered to the general-in-chief. A great crowd 
continually surrounded him, and the most extravagant demonstrations 
were indulged in. Hundreds even hugged the horse’s legs and caressed his 
head and mane. ... It was like a great scene in a play, with the roar 
of the guns for an accompaniment.” 1 

With an audacity impossible to a man of smaller spirit Lee decided, 
despite the poor equipment of his ragged army, to invade the North. As he 
expressed it in his address to the people of Maryland, he was coming to 
liberate a "sister State” which had been “reduced to the condition of a 
conquered province” and to "aid” the state “in throwing off this foreign 
yoke.” - Maryland, however, though largely sympathetic toward the South- 
ern people, was not shaken from its Union allegiance. 

Crossing the Potomac near Leesburg on September 5, Lee occupied 
Frederick, Maryland, on the 7th. Consternation shook the North as at- 
tacks upon Baltimore, Philadelphia, or Washington were momentarily ex- 
pected and isolation of the capital feared. As McClellan slowly moved his 
force, interposing between Washington and the Confederate host, Lee took 
a dangerous risk. He had expected that Harpers Ferry, gateway to Mary- 
land from the Shenandoah Valley, would be evacuated by the Unionists; 
but when this expectation was not fulfilled he divided his army in the face 
of a superior enemy, sending Stonewall Jackson in command of 25,000 
men, with the cooperation of McLaws and J. G. Walker, to capture Harpers 
Ferry, while his own force proceeded toward Hagerstown. 

It was McClellan’s purpose to evacuate Harpers Ferry and use its garri- 
son of 10,000 men as a reinforcement of his main army; but he was over- 
ruled by Halleck. Though according to the theory of warfare Halleck may 
have made a mistake, it was a most fortunate one for the Union side. "Hal- 
leck’s bungle,” as Warren Hasslcr has said, ‘helped unwittingly to place 
Lee at a disadvantage which went far toward causing the failure of his 
campaign, for he felt obliged to dislodge the Harpers Ferry garrison be- 
fore concentrating west of the South Mountain range. 3 Lee’s orders giving 
the disposition of his forces found their way into McClellan’s hands, hav- 
ing been picked up by a Union private. Wrapped around three cigars, they 

1 Battles anti headers, II, 549—552. 

3 Freeman, I^-e, II, 357; Moore, Ttcbell. Uec. (Diary), V, 75. 

5 Hasslcr, General George B. McClellan, 238. 
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had been dropped by a Confederate officer. McClellan, however, still under 
delusions as to enemy strength, lost his chance of striking and possibly 
annihilating Lee’s depleted army. 

Confederate strategy at Harpers Ferry was to occupy the heights, sur- 
round the Union positions, and force a surrender without an assault; and 
it succeeded perfectly. On September r 5 the Federals surrendered a force 
of over 11,000 men and 13,000 small arms, the garrisons at Winchester 
and Martinsburg being included. Lee, having learned of McClellan's dis- 
covery of his orders, was able to delay the Federal advance by a stiff en- 
gagement in the passes at South Mountain. Even so, however, he was 
caught in a serious situation. His force was far inferior to McClellan's; 
and he was facing battle with the river at his rear and with the danger of 
losing his whole force in case of defeat. Having pushed his plans for a vic- 
torious invasion of the North, Lee now realized these hazards so keenly 
that he was planning to withdraw across the Potomac into Virginia. 

McClellan made the attack near Sharpsburg on the 17th; and a whole- 
sale butchery resulted which made the battle of Antietam the heaviest en- 
gagement in American history up to that time. Though gory beyond de- 
scription and ternfic in its human cost, the fighting was so disjointed, so 
doubtful and shifting in its uncoordinated attacks, that McClellan's claim 
to "victory” has been seriously disputed. On the Union side the chief at- 
tacks were delivered by Hooker, Mansfield, Sumner, and (late in the bat- 
tle) by Burnside, whose assault was quickly followed by repulse. The Con- 
federate forces that saw the most action were those of McLaws, Hood, 
Jackson (returned from Harpers Ferry), D. H. Hill, and A. P. Hill. 

The result has been defined as a "defeat for both armies.” 1 McClellan 
had indeed stopped Lee’s offensive; but, considering the disparity of forces 
and the possible stakes, this was a disappointing result compared to the 
smashing victory which many thought to be within his grasp. In the con- 
troversies that followed he was criticized, doubtless with some justice, for 
making inadequate use of his forces, fading to bring up Couch’s division 
which had been left near Maryland Heights on the erroneous assumption 
that Jackson was still at Harpers Ferry, and keeping Porter’s whole corps 
in reserve. Having struck with less than full effect, he failed to follow up 
the battle; Lee was permitted to cross the Potomac on the 1 8th and elude 
his grip. Lee had also failed, for an ambitious invasion had been brought 
to an inconclusive end. On the Confederate side, however, it was not a 
* Battles and Leaders, II, 629. In a masterly review of Sharpsburg (Antietam) 
Douglas Freeman defends Lee’s strategy but emphasizes the splendid work of Mc- 
Clellan in bis organization of a demoralized army and bis "unexpected rapidity" in 
directing Federal movements (Freeman, Lee, II. ch. jctvu). K. P. Williams, on the 
other hand, endorses the verdict of Peter S. Mitchie: "It does not seem possible to 
find any other battle ever fought in the conduct of which more errors were com- 
mitted than are clearly attributable to the commander of the Army of the Potomac." 
Lincoln Finds a General, II, 463^464. 
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demoralizing failure. Lee had shown audacious courage. He retained 
"moral ascendancy.” 5 

Battle after battle in the East with nothing settled? There seemed no 
end to the useless slaughter. And now at Antietam Creek the greatest bat- 
tle to date had at least given the Federals a chance which was thrown 
away, said the critics, when McClellan allowed Lee's army to escape with- 
out pursuit. As McClellan himself explained it, "the national cause could 
afford no risks of defeat,” * for Lee might have marched upon Washington, 
Baltimore, Philadelphia, or New York. In addition, the exhaustion of his 
men, the distance of his supply trains in the rear, the disorganized condi- 
tion of his army, depleted as it was by extensive desertion, and the lack of 
sufficient morale for an offensive, were set down as excuses for delay. But 
did McClellan genuinely wish to crush the enemy? Gossip against McClel- 
lan in official circles was now furious and there arose in the President’s 
mind a suspicion as to the general’s intentions. At this time a certain 
Major John J. Key was dismissed from the Union service because he was 
reported to have said that it “was not the game” to bag the enemy after 
Sharpsburg, that the true policy for preserving the Union was to “tire the 
rebels . . . and ourselves," so that fraternal feelings could be restored 
and slavery saved. 7 Traducers of McClellan labored with the President, 
and comments reached his ears as to the general's alleged reluctance to 
hurt the enemy. 

Confederate pluck in contrast to McClellan’s caution was now made 
evident when “Jeb” Stuart, beau sabreur of the South, rode his cavalry 
round McClellan's whole army. He had done this trick before. During the 
peninsular campaign (June 12-15, 1862) he had made a complete cir- 
cuit around McClellan’s force. With a cavalry force of 1200, moving 
with great swiftness and secrecy, he had ridden round the Federal right 
far to the rear and had relumed by the left flank. Doing what military 
critics considered a rash thing, he had nevertheless thrilled the South 
with his spectacular stunt, the more so as his exploit was exaggerated in 
the papers. The main purpose of the raid was to bring information to Lee 
as to the size and disposition of McClellans forces; but, as Sir Frederick 
Maurice has remarked, “the dramatic element in Stuart’s ride so struck 
men's imagination thar the object of the expedition was forgotten, and the 
raid behind the enemy’s rear came to be regarded as something of value 
in itself." He adds: “The damage which a body of cavalry can do behind 
an army can be quickly made good, and raids are of little advantage save 
when they furnish information which can be quickly used. . . . Where 

* Sir Frederick Maurice, Robert E. Lee the Soldier, 1 54. For a criticism of Mc- 
Clellan’s tactics, see Bonks and Leaden , II, 656—658. 

* McCMlzn't Oort Story, 618. 

t Lincoln. Collected IVcrks, V, 44a. On McClellan’s alleged disloyalty see 
Myers, McCUllait, J 74 -J 75 ; Browning. Diary, l, 538-539; Bates, Diary, 413. 
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they take cavalry away from a battlefield, they are . . . harmful, as Lee 
was soon to find." 8 Stuart’s second raid round McClellan (October 10-12, 
1862) carried him as far as Chambersburg and nearly to Gettysburg, then 
swiftly back to Lee’s army. He brought useful information to the Con- 
federate chieftain, but again the sporting quality of the raid caused it to be 
featured as an object in itself, for Stuart had covered eighty miles in 
twenty-seven hours with a loss of one wounded and two missing. 

When, about this time, McClellan reported that his cavalry horses were 
too fatigued to move, Lincoln sarcastically asked "what the horses of your 
army have done since the battle of Antietam that fatigues anything?” 9 Ob- 
viously the President s patience was about to break. After long weeks of 
maddening delay, however, McClellan did at length move. He began his 
crossing of the Potomac on October 26; and by November 7 his army was 
massed in the neighborhood of Warrenton, ready for a stroke. In his 
memoirs he wrote: 1 doubt whether, during the whole period that I had 
die honor to command the Army of the Potomac, it was in such excellent 
condition to fight a great battle.” 10 


At this juncture McClellan’s service with the army was suddenly termi- 
nated. By order of the President dated November 5 he was, on the eve of a 
forward movement, relieved from command of the Army of the Potomac 
and ordered to turn over the command to General A. E. Burnside. Just 
why Lincoln, having borne with McClellan so long, chose this particular 
occasion for dismissing him, is something of a mystery. The army was 
eep y aggrieved and almost mutinous at the news; but McClellan, taking 

" 3S CarCfUl t0 bCSpeak their l0yaI Support of Burnside and to 
assist his successor to seize the reins with the least delay and friction. 
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comm Ued one Z m accession to command he 

comm ted one of the colossal blunders of the war in bringing on the disas- 

nd U tareet M Fn * rfcksb “* Misdng his chanceVstrikl Jackson 
skion KSk CkceS COrp , s “ganders) separately with advantage of po- 
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* Lincoln, Collected Works, V. 

10 McClellan's Own Story, 648. 
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defense” 1 behind a stone wall in the "sunken road” at the base of the hill. 
The main battle resolved itself into a series of forlorn, desperate Union 
charges against the withering musketry and artillery fire of the Con- 
federates. Hopeless as was their plight, the Federals charged on with mag- 
nificent determination until at nightfall they retired, leaving the field 
strewn with their dead, which in many cases were piled three deep.’ 

But these bloody Union assaults in front of hi at yc's Heights (the 
Confederate left) were only a part of the battle, for on the Confederate 
right there were heavy Union attacks against Jackson and desperate efforts 
were made to turn that side of Lee's line. "Quickly," writes Freeman, "the 
Confederate batteries opened in reply. Gaps were cut in the charging 
columns. Windrows of dead were left behind. In a long volley the Con- 
federate infantry opened, claiming grievous toll in every regiment." 1 
Burnsides force at Fredericksburg had numbered nearly 1 14,000 to Lee’s 
72,000; * but the Confederates were so placed that they could have suc- 
ceeded had they been outnumbered two to one. Burnside lost 12,600 men, 
of whom 1284 were killed and 9600 wounded; Lee’s killed numbered 
about six hundred and his total loss about 5300.* 

With the failure at Fredericksburg the nadir of Northern depression 
seemed to hate been reached. Sorrow caused by the death or mutilation 
of thousands of brave men turned into rage as the people wondered how 
so fine a fighting instrument as the Army of the Potomac had been used 
with such stupid futility. The slump In public credit was evident in the 
rise of gold to 134, involving the greatest depreciation of the greenback 
up to that date. Many urged that the South was ready for a reasonable 
peace and that it was only the obstinacy of the Lincoln administration 
which prolonged the war; others demanded a yet "more vigorous” policy, 
for which Lincoln was considered incompetent. Under bitter criticism for 
his emancipation proclamation and his suspension of the habeas corpus 

1 Battles and Leaders, Ilf, 78. "The heights and the sunken road . . . con- 
stituted a death trap; were the Federals foolish enough to venture into it?" Free- 
man, Lee, II, 458. 

* Referring to the impossibility of carrying the Fredericksburg position by 
direct assault. General Hooker, revisiting the scene after the war, said: "I never 
think of this ground but with a shudder.” (Bottles and Leaders, III, 215.) Describ- 
ing Burnside’s "mad determination to achieve the impossible” Douglas Freeman 
(Lee, II, 465) writes. "Each time the folly of the blind assault seemed more 
criminal.” 

* Freeman, Lee, If, 460. 

* Livermore, Numbers and Losses, 96. These numbers must refer to army ag- 
gregates before the battle. As to Lee, for instance, it has been estimated that its 
effective strength at Fredericksburg was about 58,500, and that less than 20,000 
were "actively engaged.” Battles and Leaders, III, 147- Freeman (Lee, II, 452) 
writes of the situation before the battle: "Seventy-eight thousand men were ready for 
the worst that Burnside's 1*5.000 could do.” 

s Livermore, 96: Freeman, Lee, H, 47*- 
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privilege, Lincoln was under attack from the moderates; and now the Radi- 
cals turned upon him and precipitated the most serious cabinet crisis of 
his administration. 0 With the army so distrustful of its commander that it 
seemed on the verge of disintegration, the luckless Burnside asked Lincoln 
to dismiss or degrade some of the best officers, including Brooks, Hooker, 
Newton, Cochrane, and Franklin. Their only offense was lack of faith in 
Burnside himself, a sentiment which pervaded the whole army. Burnside 
was now considering another thrust across the Rappahannock; but his 
chances were so doubtful that the President restrained him. Meanwhile 
Halleck’s assistance in reaching a decision as to Burnside’s proposed move 
had proved disappointing. The President wrote: "If in such a diffi- 
culty . . . you do not help, you fail me precisely in the point for which 
I sought your assistance. . . . Your military skill is useless to me if you 
will not do this.” 7 Halleck tendered his resignation, which was not ac- 
cepted; and Burnside’s crossing of the Rappahannock was approved. It 
resulted in nothing except a wretched “mud march” which began on Janu- 
ary 2 1 , the army floundering in floods of rain and seas of sticky clay with- 
out making any progress in its purpose of attacking Lee. Another change 
was imperative. On January 25, 1863, Lincoln removed Burnside and 
put General Joseph Hooker in command of the Army of the Potomac. 

The spring of 1863 came; and as the people looked back upon two 
years of bungling and sanguinary warfare neither of the struggling sec- 
tions could point to gains comparable to the losses incurred. The conflict 
had reached proportions never dreamed of in 1861; fate had supplied a 
ghastly sequel to the confident predictions and generalizations in which 
the politicians of that far-off year had indulged. Adjustments that seemed 
easy in 1861 were out of the question now; neither side could see its 
way clear to a termination of the struggle. As to generals the advantage 
was clearly with the Confederacy. At a time when Southern enthusiasm 
for Lee and Jackson was unbounded, Lincoln wrote his new army chieftain 
a curious, fatherly letter in which he confessed that he was "not quite 
satisfied” with him, counseled him to “Beware of rashness,” and wistfully 
besought him to go forward, and give us victories.” 8 


0 See below, pp. 461-463. 

7 Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 31 
* Ibid., VI, 78-79. 



CHAPTER 12. 


The Great Border 


No adequate understanding of the issues of the Civil War is possible 
without a study of the border region. It is a striking fact that there was 
within the Union a huge section peculiarly in sympa thy with the South, 
a section in which there was no will to fight the South on the issue of 
slavery, a region made up largely of Southerners and men of Southern 
parentage. Taking Edward Conrad Smith's formula as to the composition 
of this region (Kentucky, Missouri, western Virginia, and the southern 
portions of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois) its white population as of i860 
numbered 4,967,000 * as compared to 5,451,000, the white population 
of the seceded states. Broaden the definition to include Maryland and 
Delaware, and the whites of the border considerably outnumbered those of 
the Confederate South. That the will of so extensive and populous an area 
should have been suppressed and overridden is one of the startling develop- 
ments of the war; for both in the appeal to arms and in the manner of the 
conquest, as well as in political developments while the struggle pro- 
gressed, this mighty border, though in a different sense, was as truly con- 
quered as the South itself. To know the land of the border, its people, and 
its economic habits is to realize the truth of Dr. Smith's statement that the 
boundary between the sections was artificial. The Ohio River was less a 
barrier than a unifying factor; human elements on both sides were ho- 
mogeneous; New Orleans was an outlet for Indiana and Illinois. It was 
from the border that the great compromisers — Clay, Eenton, Crittenden, 
Douglas, Bell — had drawn their strength. 


Nowhere were the peculiar problems of the border more clearly re- 
vealed than in Kentucky. Native state of both Lincoln and Davis, it was 
definitely of the South; yet its nationalism and its relations with the 
Northern border were of primary importance. So nearly was the balance 

* Edward Conrad Smith, The Borderland in the Cm! War, 3 n. 
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even between North and South that a slightly different turn of events might 
have drawn Kentucky into the Confederacy, making the Ohio River the 
boundary of the warring sections. Though Kentucky as a state was saved 
for the Union, yet, to use the language of E. M. Coulter, as “between the 
North and the South the finer feelings of sentiment bound the state to the 
latter , 1 and after the war there was no part of the country where pro- 
Confederate feeling was more in evidence. 


For that aspect of Southemism that was identified with secession in 
i860— 1 86 1 Kentucky had no heart. Southerners had long realized that 
entucky was different. Its favorite sons, such as Clay and Crittenden, 
had put the Union first and the state second; or, to put it more accurately, 
had thought of the state in terms of the Union. Nullification had been re- 
sente in the state, albeit the legislature in the famous resolutions of 
1798-1799 had upheld state rights; and the pages of Kentucky history of- 
er man) a commentary on the thesis that Southemism was not incompati- 
e v 1 roa nationalism. It is true that slavery was strongly intrenched 
n estate an t at much of the thought of the people was conditioned by 
e^ dete ™" atl0n to conserve the slave regime; but as in Maryland, Dela- 
ware, and Missouri this adherence to slavery did not mean going the 
( ,° r C Wa Z WI , ° u * er " sister states.” 2 Kentucky’s significance as a bond 

in i\J Ce ?v, ° rt 1 3n ° Ut 1 1S i ^ ustrated by the large number of Kentuckians 
orthcrn states in i860: 100,000 in Missouri; 60,000 in Illinois; 

thk t°° m n iana ’ I 5 ’°°° in Ohio; 13,000 in Iowa. In all there were at 
time 332,000 Kentuckians living in other commonwealths. 

to ioin wirt ^ c < ^ m F ai 8 n I ^6o Kentucky Democrats had refused 
ered sunn n ^ r l *"'’ ^ the VOte of the state on all sides regis- 
Q 1000 wn , r T Uni ° n - 71,6 C ° mbined Dou S las and Bell vote of 
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sistance it the legislature should pass a secession ordinance wrlhout sub- 
mitting it to popular vote. Various suggestions such as a national conten- 
tion or a convention of the border states svere bruited about in such a svay 
as to eclipse the talk ot a Southern type of separate stateconvention; and 
the crisis passed with the Unionists keeping the saddle. Their victory was 
s ignali zed by the adjournment of the legislature without summoning a 
state convention; furthermore the legislature did summon a convention 
of the border states. , , ..... _ „ „„ 

Then came the firing at Sumter and Lincoln’s call for ndUna as a 
suit of which there developed the short-lived policy of neutrality based 
upon the feebng that Kentucky should tale no part in the insane war dial 
wS breaking out but should stand between the sections as a neutral and 
peace-promoting force. Of the efforts of Confederate agents to en , t Ken- 
tacky, of Magoffin’s refusal to raise die state militia m response ! to Unco In ‘ 
call of April 1 5, of his like refusal to send troops to Harpers Ferry at the 
call of the Confederate secretary of war, and of his secret agreement to 
permit Confederate recruiting within die state there ,s no room to heat 
By May ao both houses of the legislature had resolved in favor of Ken 
tacky neutrality; and on that date Magoffin issued a proclamation an- 
nouncing such neutrality to be legally operative. 

t, . ,v„ v.,torv of the state [writes E. M. Coulter after ex- 

h.usUv'e m.'rch] Z. announced mo,, nearly the 

wav logically and hievitahly die tern J „« methods, „d 

ZSSL* »» ' - *»•>—* - *““■ — “ 

seemed to be criminally unnecessary. 

This condition of neutrality lasted from May to September, 1861. 
The difficulty of such an attitude, once war on a large scale had developed, 
The difficulty members that individuals within the state were en- 

is evident ^ other> and that Kentuckians, though devoted to 

~“e S were Enters. Those who supported neutrality will, sufficient tenam 
T'c ta foflt— if one can admit such a parados— would be m reabty 
,ty to fight lot , , n |hc , p€Cia l congressional election of June 20 

the Unionists won an overtvhelmurg victory; and a litde later a hke virtory 


* 9 0U ^ ter, ^‘ r _ q , v ; “Neutrality meant at least the Union, and, hence, it 

* S''aV er <tomjn ant* desire of Kentucky; but it was not difficult for many Ken- 
expressed the donnn . jn | aTOt 0 f neutrality in theory that they were willing to 
tuciians to be so st™ . c „t„w f m the Union. Various meetings over the state 


int at least the Union, . 


S to i“ to the Union. Various meetings o 

showed dus filling of vacancies, and was held with a view of 

complet^ W 1 *'* ^Presentation * ° f C “«“ B wHch 

coin had called for July 4 • 
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was won in the choice of a new legislature. Meanwhile Lincoln had been 
besought to respect the neutrality of his native state. Declaring on April 26 
that he had no military plan then in mind that required sending a force 
roug Kentucky, he indicated that he would take no aggressive action 
against the state in case it should do nothing hostile to the national gov- 
crnment. lis cautious statement of policy was made more cautious by 
the following statement to J. J. Crittenden in July: "... I solemnly de- 
sire that no necessity for it [sending an armed force into Kentucky] may 
be presented; but I mean to say nothing which shall hereafter embarrass 
me m the performance of what may seem to be my duty.” 0 

It was not that Kentucky seriously expected to be a sort of Switzerland 
e ween battling nations. In the neutrality phase there was registered the 
echng of utter distaste with which the state contemplated the detestable 

UP ° n 3 commonwe alth which had neither any 
there woe V ^ T ** slightest to fight the SouthI 

the lineerinoT ^ ' S ° WnESS ° f state t0 ac cept *e fact of war, 

fort shouM /A 0 ! t 8 ha V V ^ WaS n0t inesca pable and that conciliatory ef- 
pol v h 1 ' tned ' 711616 W3S yet another a ^ct of the neutrality 

federate element STT $ ViVe ” di between Union and Con- 
and drilling on b th T l - C ^ ate at 3 time wben forces were recruiting 
on el hLd t0Wm and confronting each other 

d?e spi t 0 i ne , J WaS , lndeed a^ing herself, but not entirely in 
the E 1 1116 arming was in rea % either for 

neutral attitude ivhVh' b e time came when Lincoln denounced this 
which . “ 15 ?^ fu W0uld " d0 for *e disunionists that 

supported the neutrality scheme which ha^ ^ ‘T th3t Uni ° n ™ en 
by which the Unionists' V ^ 

could have prevented secession.’ ‘ n0 0llicr *™ e 

tcresting ^nd ££& *"fTT * "" S 

’.ctnidng tvithin the states Kentnchians j£iX JSTSJJS 
Coulter, 54, 99-100. 

liRiit upon L P di fli cuit° p os hi on^o f' Kent ucky^ ^ 1 3 ° f < ? 0ngrcss «h*ow a flood of 
numerous last-minute proposals for adiustm™* • "’J” 1 •" tll0se ,ryin E days brou 8 ht 
on both sides, expressions of the gratitude of A lm ’ ltalJOns ,0 s P ca L from admirers 
cfTorts, important communications from the yir^" "° mCn ^ h ’ S compromisc 
Louisiana signed “No North no c n ntl, -r rglnia convention, a letter from 
comments on the projected border convenlio" 0 b “ l ^ M “ r >-” 

any arraying of the border states against the c .s,”’ ? r . otCStS from Mlssouri a E a >nst 
ing alternating with earnestly pacific S H ' VI0,cnt cx Prcssions of svar feel- 
5 uggestions tha, England or France l n nld " i a '!! nS * Pr ° P ? sa,s for an “armistice,” 
sions from Tennessee shmsing fear f ° r 53,40 ° f pcacc > c ^s- 

•rality, et cetera. As a guide J this LT °? 8nd Srmp3thy Kentucky's neu- 
01 tfcr Po rm of ,o„n ,U„‘ * hamster, Calendar 
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Kentucky Unionists brought about the establishment of a Union camp 
known as "Camp Dick Robinson" near Danvjjie; soldiers of Kentucky took 
part on both sides in the battle of Bull Run; youthful military ardor was 
running high; and both Union and Confederate authorities were angling 
for so strategic a commonwealth. At a time when the Federate were sus- 
pected of being ready to seize some river position within Kentucky, the 
Confederates seized Columbus, and directly afterward Grant occupied 
Paducah. On September x 1 the ghost of a neutrality already dead was laid 
when the legislature demanded the withdrawal of the Confederates. On 
the 1 8th the same body created a military force to evpel the Confederates, 
thus placing the state unequivocally in the Union. 

Even after this, howetcr, the Union cause had hard sledding within 
the state. Nearly every town boasted flagpoles flying the banners of both 
North and South; families were sundered; and difficulty was encountered 
in raising the 42,000 Union volunteers asked for in '61 and '62.* A pro- 
Confederate state government for Kentucky was Formed, which "continued 
Us shadowy existence until Appomattox," despite the fact that it "was 
neier quartered in the state long enough to develop any qualities of perma- 
nency.” * As the war progressed complications concerning slavery and in- 
dignation at the arrest of leading Kentuckians kept the cauldron of anti- 
Lincoln feeling boiling; military developments led to the proclamation of 
martial law in the state; Kentucky Union Democrats found it a great em- 
barrassment to be regarded as supporters of the administration at Wash- 
ington; and denunciation of the Lincoln government became the order of 
the day. In the election of 1864 McClellan received 6r,ooo civilian votes 
to Lincoln’s 26,000; ,0 and the war ended with sentiment so strongly at- 
tached to the South that W. N. Haldeman, editor of the pro-Confederate 
Louisville Courier, an exile during the war, resumed his work at Louisville 
and was welcomed as a leader of the post-war Confederate Democracy. 


The position of Maryland, nearly surrounding the capital city of the 
nation and standing between it and the North, was such that its loss to 
the Union cause could hardly have been conceived except in terms of 
Union defeat. Though the majority of its people were opposed to secession 
(as a course for Maryland to adopt), yet measures none too choice were 

« In the aggregate Kentucky furnished 75,000 Union enlistments, as compared 
to too,ooo called for. Offic . Rec., 3 ser., IV, 1269. To state with accuracy bow 
many Kentuckians entered the Confederate army seems impossible because of in- 
complete records A Confederate official source reported 7950 soldiers from Ken- 
tucky in February, 1862 (ibid , 4 ser., I, 962), and there are indications that Con- 
federate recruiting in the state after that time was slower than before. 

• Coulter, 139. 

so Ibid,, 187. The soldier vote was 3068 for McClellan, noy for Lincoln. 



232 


the divided union 


employed to insure the national allegiance of this strategically situated 
commonwealth. The strong Confederate sympathy in the city of Baltimore 
and the violence which attended the passage of Federal troops through 
that city at the outset of the war have already been noted. 1 In this opposi- 
tion to the passage of troops one may glimpse not only Confederate sym- 
pathy but also a feeling akin to that of Kentucky-a feeling that continu- 

^ a f Ce , eff ° r ! S sh , ould be made > even after Sumter, and that the state 
siiould take no hostile course toward either North or South. 

e 0 PP 0n ents of secession were fortunate in having Thomas Hicks 

Lf 1 mfr° r ’v 0r ? 7“ 3 friCnd ° f &e Union ’ ^ong 11 • • • hardly of 
3 SSneSS , needed in revoIuti °nary emergencies.” Fear- 
Hick*: ref 7 f S °i 5 ne U ?^ £ ^ ar l dand would be forced into secession,” 
Sen h °/ 3U 7 l T htme int ° sessi0n ™til April, 1861, and 

stnism wa 7 en f , n 3t Fred f ick > rather * a * at Baltimore, where seces- 
sanction to a *5' . DeSpitC ,7 Se precautions . that body gave its official 
sympathy "with th *77 ° icy * Pr °testmg against the war and expressing 

Slved o„ Xt 11,6 Sta88le f ° r thdr Xlad.r= 

least until Congress aaembles-'diaUVt^T 1 A A CCase thi> un ' Klly war > at 
nition of the indenendpr, c\v m ^ ary and desire s and consents to the recog- 

pation of States ‘ [That ^ the «*** — 

violent interference with the transiTof’F^ 7 Pr ° teStS against thou e h the 
the vindication of her rights be left to time *““5 tr °° PS iS disc °untenanced; 

under existing circumsta^es is inexpe^t.^ rea5 ° n ’ 3nd 3 C" 00 ’ 

committee from th^Maryhnd^edd 7 !®“ procate<J at Montgomery'. A 
capital; and they had repaired t0 * e Confederate 

hope ffiat ^MaryLd wm d Jeffcr50n Da ™ ^ the 

wish for a cessaU o^ostiS C ° nfederate States a " d echoing the 

symX 77 y a f rytr^ e etdenf ^ ° f 016 

property, arrest of citwnc J ° n man ^ occasions. Seizure of 

resentment of a proud peopIe^uSd mffie' ' ^ ^ ** 
pation. Typical of these troubles was the o7 lndlgni ^' of militar >' ° ccu ' 
and swashbuckling B. F. Butler who C3USed by 0,6 flambo > rant 

at the outset of the war tnnl- ’ -w ’ 1 e ln comm and of Federal troops 

-ore. Butler's Ltd^ist" JSS'”'”, “ d 

was illustrated bv his seizure of 7 a 7 producin S irritating incidents 
. seizure of the Annapolis and Elk Pudge Railroad (to 

) CharjtrB PP ' ,95 :' 96 ' 

Historical M 0g ., XXXVl’, 24o; t 3a^Tni arJ ’ Iand duHn8 1110 Civil War,” Maryland 
* N. Y. Time i. May lr , ’ l86l> p 23 °’ 
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prevent, as he said, the fulfillment of a threat that if his troops passed over 
the railroad it would be destroyed), and his threat of condign punishment 
growing out of a report that a Union private had been poisoned by food 
supplied by a local vender. His occupation of Baltimore proved particu- 
larly irritating. Since his measures were without authorization from Wash- 
ington, he was supplanted by General George Cadwalader as commander 
of the Union military regime in the state.* 

Keenly aware of the importance of Maryland to the Union cause, the 
Lincoln administration played a watchful and active role in the fall elec- 
tions in that state. To support the unconditional Unionist candidate for 
governor, Augustus W. Bradford, Generals Banks and Dix, under orders 
from the secretary of war, kept the Maryland legislature under close mili- 
tary surveillance and placed nineteen of its members, along with Mayor 
Brown of Baltimore and other citizens, under arbitrary arrest. Maryland 
troops received three-day furloughs in order to go home and vote, and at 
the same time General Dix ordered the provost marshals to arrest any dis- 
unionists or Southern sympathizers who turned up at the polls. Bradford 
was elected by $7 >302. votes to his opponents 26 ,070. Though the 
Unionists might possibly have won a freely conducted election, they owed 
their victory to "intimidation, the illegal voting of soldiers, and the unlaw- 
ful use of soldiery.” The outcome of this 1861 election, writes Charles B. 
Clark, "destroyed practically all hope the State Rights party had of taking 
Maryland into the Confederacy, and many Maryland sympathizers with 
the Southern cause fled from the State after November, i86t. . . . 
After the election Maryland became in fact as well as in name a loyal 
state.” 4 

As for Delaware, Harold Hancock points out, "while there was never 
any real danger of the state seceding, there was abundant pro-Southern 
feeling and a possibility that armed conflict might break out between 
friends of the North and South.” Having extended to Judge Henry Dick- 
inson, commissioner from Mississippi, the courtesy of listening to his 
address urging the state to join the proposed Southern Confederacy, the 
legislature, on January 3, 1861, unanimously expressed its “unqualified 
disapproval” of such a course. At the same time there were many influential 
persons, like the Delaware secretary of state, who were unwilling to 
“coerce” the seceded states and asked: "Why not let them deport in peace 
and save the horrors of a Civil War?” When the war did break out, com- 
munities were badly divided. “The boys, as well as the men, the grown 
up women as well as the young girls .... arrayed themselves against 
each other in bitter hostility,” a contemporary rccalied, “and it was some- 

• See below, TV- joi-joj, tor a ditcoision ol legal centroverrie* grow ing out 

of Cadwatader'* arresta. 

» Clark, ‘Toll tic* in Maryland during the Civil War,” loc. clt„ XXXVII, 398- 
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times said, one half of the town did not speak or associate with the other 
half.” 6 Gradually, however, Unionist sentiment triumphed. On April 26, 
1861, Governor William Burton, in a manner none too enthusiastic, 
recommended the formation of "volunteer companies for . . . protec- 
tion . . . of the people of this State against violence of any sort,” adding 
that such companies might have the "option of offering their services to 
the general government for the defence of its capital and the support of 
the Constitution and laws of the country.” » In all, Delaware supplied 
12,000 enlistments to the Union cause. 8 


In Missouri the conflicts of unconditional Unionists, conservative 
'°T ’ T d sece ^j onists Produced unusual turbulence and govern- 
usl0n> e governor, Claiborne F. Jackson, leading the 
V TZ ^ t" l eCeS T’ W3S aHe t0 P£rSUade * e legislature to call a con- 
whelmin ^ it -e”- 1 e convention was chosen its personnel was so over- 
ordimnn? P ni0niSt tha [ it ad i ourned on March 22 without passing the 

met and toT*™ 7 ^ 8 ° Vern ° r had desired ‘ The J-kson ele- 
forebodinvs nf C Cment were soon arme d in opposing groups, and 

fedemfe formed ° U o "“V*? '! hen 3 forCe accused of being pro-Con- 
time and in th 3 ^ k^ L ° U1S f Camp J ackson ”) while at the same 

of a pro Union f 3mC k 6 a 8S ressive Nathaniel Lyon was in command 
and men of CamnT 7 * ** ^ ° T ^ d ' Thou 8 h the officers 

TeviSe r n o?i J3 i S ° n P ™ feSSed SUpP ° rt of Uffion, Lyon, be- 
rotdcd ffi em w k 10nS 1 mislead5n g> »<"«! upon them in force, sur- 
(May 10 iRhiV nurn ^ ers ’ anc ^ compelled their surrender 

and enraged citire ^ 1 8 ltmg 111611 occurre d between Union soldiers 
tead off Csacm-Tftr ^ d ^s; ■»* -ports were 

drcn. Indignation nt th- « ensc e ^ s Persons, including women and chil- 
a reaction - but there ^ T assacre ’ would have been enough to produce 
tor was tha b t of native T CCmCntS in the com V ] ™ situation. One fac- 
of Missouri as euk raenCaniSm V T US f ° reigners - Since the Germans 
Unionist, the force of antkfo '' erC S °. ldI 7 ^Publican, antislavery, and 
by the Knownothinos a not prejudice ’ f anr >ed so recently into flame 
ally of the anti-Unionkt °r ° rCe dlC P°P u ^ ace > became a powerful 
ganized a state With ^ legislature now or- 

Governor Sterling Price a man’ f PU k lng ^ Undcr 11,6 command of ex ' 

rung i nee, a man of character and influence who had served 
>956) HanC0C!i ’ ClV1 ’ War C ° mcS ,0 DcIauare >” Civil War Hist., II, 29-46 (Dec., 

; o mc\ RCMi Rcc ■ CDiar >-)- i. r55. 

Ofnc. Etc. 2 ser., IV, 1269. 
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in the Mexican War. He had been a Unionist, presiding at the convention 
which had repudiated secession, but now he had become so outraged at 
the conduct of Lj'on and the extreme Unionists as to join the secession 
tanks. Internecine war resulted . 1 At the battle of Wilson’s Creek (Au- 
gust 10, i 860 Federal troops were defeated, but at Pea Ridge (March 
6-8, 1862) they won a smashing victory and all except a small portion of 
the territory of die state fell under Unionist control. 

For this result they paid a heavy price. It was not merely that they 
lost a vigorous leader in the death of Lyon at Wilson’s Creek; their action 
had forced civil war in Missouri at a time w hen there was at least a chance 
that it might have been avoided. Neighborhood war, bushwhacking, snip- 
ing, and guerilla fighting now became rampant in Missouri. The situation 
grew worse through the intervention of troops from Kansas, where numbers 
of free-state men looked with fear and hostility upon their slaveholding 
neighbors across the border, remembered vividly the intervention of the 
Missouri "border ruffians” in Kansas affairs, and “were waiting for the 
opportunity to take revenge for real and fancied wrongs that had occurred 
in the Eve years before 1861." * Led by the notorious James H. Lane and 
the infamous Charles R. Jennison, these Kansas “jayhaivlcers” descended 
upon the Missouri border with the cry: "Everything disloyal . . . from 
a Durham cow to a Shanghai chicken, must be cleaned out.” * Even Union 
officials in Missouri complained that these Kansas volunteers were "no 
better than a band of robbers." 4 Inevitably their actions drove many 
wavering Missouri Unionists into the secessionist camp and provoked 
guerilla warfare by pro-Southem "bushwhackers” of a most sanguinary 
sort. A "maelstrom of retaliation and counterretaliation built up,” which 
culminated (August 21, 1863) when the bloodthirsty and heartless Con- 
federate guerilla captain, William C- Quantrill, descended upon Lawrence, 
Kansas, and in a "wholesale and indiscriminate slaughter" killed 150 men 
and wounded 30 others in what has been called "the most atrocious act of 
the Civil War.” ’ In revenge. Union authorities issued General Orders 

« In order to avert such war, the "Hamey-Price agreement" was negotiated on 
the side of the state troops by Price and on the Union side by General William S. 
Harney, who for the time commanded the Military Department of the West, and 
who, though a sincere Unionist, preferred conciliatory methods to force. The gist 
of this agreement was that Price would use his force merely to keep order in the 
state, and that in view of this Harney would not attack him. Various writers on 
Missouri history have regretted that the spirit of this agreement was not liept and 
that the radical leadership of Francis P. Blair, Jr., and Lyon, instead of that of 
Harney, prevailed. E. C. Smith, Borderland, *16-230, 245—246, 26t. 

* Richard S. Brownlee, Gray Chotts of the Confederacy, 10. 

* Albert Caste!, A Frontier State at War: Kansas, iS6t-i86y, 53. 

* Brownlee, 48. 

* Caste!, 63. «Jt, 136. 
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No. 1 1 which completed the ruin of western Missouri by forcing "the 
removal of aU people in Jackson, Cass, Bates, and half of Vernon county, 
iving more than a mile from Union military posts.” 6 

Only through superior military power did the Federal government 
keep Missouri in the Union. Repeatedly portions of the state were placed 
° “ ma , rti '’! a ? V ’ and military courts were busy with cases of civilians 
a: ° r ~ g ? timing, tearing up railway and telegraph lines, and like 

h™ ” eS 4 s f iS for Ae Union auth °rity was the "state conven- 
nprf ’ Z ' lch eXerCISe . d , constltuent powers, emerging from time to time to 
tin, LTf nd T enta ! uncti0ns as * e spokesman of the people and con- 
th ee J v r S ° lon 8 a duration as to win the title "Long Convention.” In 

lative orJTL 0 1 1 ^' S conventlon declared the executive and legis- 

decreeS L°l r T “ 8nd fiUed 1116 executive ^ces itself, after 
of fine L a iv ty ° the Union as a Prerequisite of office-holding. A man 

Lincoln IdmS < ] am “ e ’ Was chosen governor, 8 and the 

offense to state n -VI 10 " “°P e ^ ate< ^ wi th him in a manner which avoided 
militia as homeV C d ' h T en ’ ^ GXample ’ *0 governor organized the state 
“ £e p d cS Jm* SdeCted thC miliHa head as -mmander 

MiSS ° Uri - The Lincoln government also 

3 in ecXuL anH °° PS ’ WUh the sum of !*oo,ooo to be 

January 186^ hk dor maintainin 8 diem. On the death of Gamble in 

appointed by the state convention. 5 ™^ ^ ^ ^ WiUard P * Hal1 ’ als ° 

government had^MnmfatTin^^^Tr ,° f 3 pro ' Confederate state 
gust 5, 1861') nroclaimed ft, • , enera i Jackson at New Madrid (Au- 
free, and independent repubhV'^nd^^ 6 ° £ , Missouri " as a sovereign, 
posed legislature” (less than a ’ d ^ rSovember a remnant of the "de- 
decreed the Recession of “ dther hous O met at Neosho, 

government which was recognized byXco ^ UP 3 

to their fold. Jackson functioned J Confederate States and admitted 
death in ,86a. The 0 ffi ce 3 ** P ° litical e ”dty tiU his 

-uri was thus atoud *r P Z 7 j, 7 ™i b I t V: 0mS C '. Mis- 

tion of the Confederacy” wfi.vt, . u dle states i n die "Western sec- 
from tliatof our [Confederate! -\'° d never >see k any destiny separate 
sion of sentiment in the state ; S ' SterS ° £ 0,6 Mississi PPi-” 7 The divi- 
werc furnished to the Union S SUggC ^ ted b 5 ' die fact that 109,000 men 
South. UlC Um ° n arm >’’ whil c about 30,000 fought with the 

Processes. bTu tile wartime d”’ 3 ^ rCSult ° f irre gular and illegal 

the wartime disruption there were decades of sectional 

' Brownlee, 126. 

7 Moore, RebcU. R cc . (Doc.), VH, 4o6 . 
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differences within the Old Dominion. 1 The tidewater, middle Virginia, 
the piedmont, and the Valley looked to the seaboard and the South; while 
in the montane counties of the northwest and those of the panhandle the 
fiow of rivers and the general outlook was toward the Ohio. The region 
which has been loosely called "western Virginia” had in the course of time 
become aware of various grievances against the older counties, which had 
retained political power out of proportion to their numbers. Discrimina- 
tion in favor of slaveholders in the matter of taxation, limitations as to 
voting, partiality in the distribution of governmental benefits — such were 
the complaints of the people of the Kanawha region, who felt that they 
were at a disadvantage as compared to the "aristocrats" of the East. Sec- 
tional differences equally serious, however, have existed in a number of 
other states without disrupting them; for example, the differences in 
Illinois between Chicago and downstate in taxation, political representa- 
tion, poor relief, and constitutional change are as sharp as those within 
the Old Dominion of the ante-bellum period. Moreover, these differences 
had been partially adjusted, so that from 1851 lo 1861 sectionalism within 
the state had become less acute. It is probable that, had war not supplied 
the impulse, no dismemberment of the state would have occurred. This, 
however, is not the whole story: the evidence also points clearly to the 
conclusion that, if during the war legal processes fully reflective of popular 
opinion had been employed, separate statehood would not have been es- 
tablished for any region corresponding to that which became West Virginia. 

Since only a bare summary can be attempted here, the clearest method 
will be an enumeration, one by one, of the steps taken in state-making. 

1 . Union mass meetings were held directly after the secession of Vir- 
ginia (April 17, 1861); and a mass meeting of special importance at 
Clarksburg on April 22 summoned a preliminary convention of delegates 
to meet at Wheeling to consider what emergency steps should be taken to 
uphold the Union in Virginia and strike down the heresy of secession. 

2. This "May convention” assembled 1 at Wheeling. It passed resolu- 
tions denouncing secession and summoning a general convention to meet 
on June ti, also at Wheeling, to take fundamental political action for 
Virginia as a whole. In order to be fully representative of the entire state 
for which it presumed to act, the convention should have had delegates 
from all the 150 counties; instead it included delegates from only twenty- 
six of the fifty counties that became West Virginia. It was in reality a mass 
convention of delegates chosen by local Union mass meetings. That there 

» For underlying causes see Charles H. Ambler, Sectionalism tn Virginia front 
1776 to tS6i- A critical account of sources as well as secondary accounts pertain- 
ing to the West Virginia movement is found in the footnotes of chap, xviii ("The 
Partition of Virginia") in Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln , 4U- 
476. 


May 13, 1861. 
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Wheeling 


a ^?? un /'i es with three or more, delegates in. j 

the Wheeling Convention, of June. -August, 1861 which] 
passed an ordinance for the. creation, of the new state. I 

|H§*f Counties represented in. this convention with 
two delegates or less. 

I Counties unrepresented in this convention, but 

1 ^ — 1 nevertheless in the, new stale.. 



the PARTITION OF VIRGINIA 


these meetings^ clear C in the opposition t0 secession back of 

the northwest had vi on 1 ^ lmonc ^ convention the members from 

that the governmental mp US ^ SGCession - What is »«* s0 clear is 

state, as SSSS ZTZ ^ f ° r . 1112 of a neW 

were backed up bv main > ^ opholding of Unionism within the state, 

the fact that many of tbn' ’V* 16 area concerned. Leaving aside 

Confederate, many of tlip ri 2 -^ 1 - m ^ ^ Vest 'Virginian area were pro- 

dom of any action that would defv^thT^fb 0111 ’-^ 1 ° f legaIity and wis ' 
more were distrustful of aou n. 1 authorities at Richmond, and man)’ 

In view of the par “ and Z P IT™ dis,uptl °" oE commonwealth, 
no. be regarded" as C ” Ve “ i0 "’ * 

^ ™ried by 

'Vhich cast the die fTsepamm -86x3 tl.e convention 

tions: first, it passed an ordim ..° 0 ! performed trvo principal func- 

ginia — i.c,, vK “ a who, “ r “' 8 “ izto 8” the government of Vir- 
tf"a non of state office-holdina thus™ 3 ,, 1 - 118 ° >alty t0 ibe Union the sine 
at Richmond; second it adonted f n 8 u P a government rivaling that 
decreed that "a new State ,?£ C jT? 2 °> anot baa ordinance which 

and erected.- to consis “f'forw '1 1 *' S,ale ot Ka " a «'ba, ^ formed 
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was In reality the work of an active but limited group of separationists in 
the counties near Pennsylvania and Maryland. The whole atmosphere at 
Wheeling, which was within the Union lines, was favorable to the work of 
this group, just as the atmosphere at Richmond was favorable to the seces- 
sionists, A few of the leaders, with a map before them, drew the boundaries 
of the new state. The people of the area concerned had no opportunity, 
county by county, to determine whether they would adhere to Virginia or 
join the new commonwealth.* Their fate was determined by the whole 
vote cast some months later within the boundaries indicated by the con- 
vention. It is stated by J. C. McGregor that this plan was adopted to avoid 
“certain rejection in at least two thirds of the counties." 4 It is significant 
that half the area of the state-to-be was entirely unrepresented in the June 
comention which passed the ordinance for the new commonwealth and 
fixed its boundaries. 

Those who were managing the secession movement at Wheeling at first 
assigned forty-eight counties to the new state : later the counties of Jeffer- 
son and Berkeley (in the region of Shepherdstown, Charles Town, and 
Harpers Ferry) were added in a manner whose irregularity was challenged 
by Virginia but upheld by the United States Supreme Court. 4 So strong, 
however, is the Virginian tradition in these two counties that they may be 
appropriately termed “Virginia Irredenta.” 

4. A body of men called the "reorganized legislature” of Virginia, con- 
stituted according to a pattern devised by the June convention, elected 
W. T. Willey and J. S. Carlile United States senators from Virginia (not 
West Virginia) in place of J. AI. Mason and R. AI. T. Hunter, adherents 
of the Confederacy, whose seats had been vacated. 

5. A Unionist government for Virginia was put into operation at 
Wheeling. This was done by developing in detail the reorganization plan 
promulgated by the June convention, disqualifying existing office holders 
w-ho would not take the Unionist oath and holding new elections in which 
only Unionists could qualify. The details of what went on in the launching 
of this "restored” government are extremely complex; if told in full they 
Would reveal a condition of anarchy, uncertainty, and turbulence which 
has been almost lost from view in the war histories that hardly touch the 
surface of this political and social movement. The lacunae in civil govern- 
ment in the period of this awkward and puzzling transition brought be- 
wilderment and distress to the honest-minded, at the same time opening 
the way to bandits, guerillas, and desperate men who roamed the country, 
lurked in the woods, shot citizens, ravaged the fields, broke into houses, 
and easily evaded the home guards and impromptu military forces which 

* See below, p, 240, paragraph 6. 

* Disruption of Virginia, 235-236. 

» Virginia rs. West Virginia, 78 U. S. 39. 
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in the absence of adequate government were summoned to disperse them. 
In these circumstances, and in view of the coercion and social intolerance 
which accompanied the elections and the administering of oaths, many 
found life intolerable and took to flight, some of them finding their way 
within Confederate lines, others fleeing to Kentucky or Ohio. It was amid 
such conditions that Francis H. Pierpoint, 0 elected by the June convention, 
became Governor of Virginia" at Wheeling. 

6. On October 24, 1861, there was held, in accordance with the 
ordinance of the Wheeling convention, an election for a constitutional 
convention to frame an instrument of government for the new common- 
wealth At the same election the people within the predetermined bound- 
aries of the proposed new state voted (but not by counties) in a sort of 
referendum on the question whether the new state should be created. The 
vote was scattering and one-sided. It did not compare to the normal vote of 
the regmn, being virtually limited to Unionists, for Confederate sym- 
P thizers and anti-new-state men, speaking generally, did not vote at all. 
The result as announced was 18,408 yeas and 781 nays. 

' f S convention m et at Wheeling in November and after consider- 

es u! nl °? 3 r,^ Ul r " West Vlr 8 inia >’’ dropping the pictur- 

reeion vnt 1 C H'o/' 3 ' ° ^ ri 3 , 1862, the people of the designated 

dental I v 'dM ‘ , t0 , 5M) t0 ^ tlle constitution, which! inci- 

ab0llSh , SlaVery -. In this Action the anti-separationists, 
did' not vote T CSC Pr0CCC ings as inva lid and the election as unauthorized, 
xq 000 vot«™ 7* V. n ° rmal VOte of 47,ooo for the region, only 
cast thouvh th ^ C3S m „ thls elcctl °n. In one county only 76 votes were 
re ordt of L We' tT 8 °° VOtes * McGre 8 0r has pointed out that the 
because^ ldi!j 7T co "stitutional convention were not printed 
of West Virginia Enthl \ rC '. ea so P Iain ty the opposition of the people 

tion of fl ie S es * £ f ^ “ d to the state that 

8 . o5tv ,rt ta J Se . Wi ' h thG 3dmission of tlxc state.’ 7 

acting for all Virginia, gav^iu ’’co^ncf th^f legI ’ SlatUrC at Wheeling ’ 
Tliis Iccislature rnncir, .1 r , consent t0 the formation of the new state. 

and ten n the Zl t f ’ T members the lower house 

the upper, though the full membership according to the Vir- 

0 "n signature. Later the name 77° spc h In 8 and the wartime form of the man's 
(Vn. State Archives) address the $ 35 Pi . crpont -” Lett «s in the Pierpoint MSS. 
West Virginia.” e™" as: "Governor of Virginia.” "Governor of 


tary Governor of Eastern Virginia” Vireinia ’ Alexandria, Virginia,” "Mill- 
lency Gov Pierpoint of the State of W 0 '. Vcrncr )i o t' vc 5 t vir gincy,” "His Exccl- 
Govcmor of West Virginia" E l nla ’ Honorable F. H. Pierpoint, 

Governor of new Virginia " fit is S ' C °J tbc ncw Western Virginia State,” 
of West Virginia.) G 5 t0 bc notcd ‘hat Pierpoint was never governor 

1 McGregor, p. j x . 
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ginia constitution should have been 1 52 delegates and fifty senators. Ex- 
cept for the "eastern shore” and a limited area opposite Washington, the 
constituencies represented were entirely of the northwest. Even in the 
northwest many of the counties were unrepresented; obviously Confeder- 
ate Virginia was totally unrepresented. It was by this legal fiction that the 
"consent of Virginia" was obtained in nominal compliance with that pro- 
vision of the Constitution of the United States which provides that no 
state shall be created within the limits of an existing commonwealth with- 
out the consent of the latter's legislature. 

9. The matter now came up to the Federal Congress, which passed 
the bill admitting West Virginia to the Union, though many Virginia 
Unionists opposed such admission. Lincoln really disapproved of the bill 
and it was feared that he would veto it, though this fact has been generally 
overlooked.* His reluctant consent was, however, obtained; and on De- 
cember 31, 1862, the bill became law, its provisions being so framed as 
to require the gradual abolition of slavery. From the wordy debates on the 
measure one bit may be selected for quotation here. Thaddeus Stevens spoke 
as follows: . . we may admit West Virginia . . . under our absolute 
power which the laws of war give us in the circumstances in which we are 
placed. I shall vote for this bill upon that theory, and upon that alone; for 
I will not stultify myself by supposing that we have any warrant in the 
Constitution for this proceeding." • It took some months to complete the 
conditions of statehood; and on April 20, 1 863, President Lincoln issued 
a proclamation declaring the state of West Virginia admitted to the Union, 
setting the effective date of such admission at June 20. 

10. The admission of the new state, whose capital was at Wheeling, 
left the Pierpoint government high and dry. It continued, however, to exist, 
and, transferring its seat to Alexandria across from Washington, sought 
bravely to carry on as the government of Virginia. 

As for the war-born state of West Virginia, it was the offspring of a 
species of legal fiction. By assuming the consent of Virginia, which could 
only be asserted as a technical fact, the makers of the new state offered a 
kind of sophistry to excuse the non-fulfillment of a constitutional obliga- 
tion. The whole proceeding presented an example of a measure which 
even Its supporters did not wish to be emulated elsewhere or used as a 
precedent. The case is not fully covered by any statement of grievances or 
sectional considerations; for the question is not merely the need for a 
new state (which itself is seriously dispute d), but the justification of the 
irregular process by which the new state was formed. Any normal and 
regular process of separation should have involved negotiation and agree- 

• Senator Willey wrote to Pierpoint (December i?, 1862): "We have great 
fears that the President will veto the new State bill ” Pierpoint Papers (MSS., 
Va. State Archives}. See also Browning, Diary, I, 596: Welles, Diary, f. 191. 

* Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 3 sess., 50-5 «• 
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merit between the parent state and the new commonwealth as to details, 
such as the boundary, the division of the state debt, and the like. In these 
matters, however, Virginia's interests were cavalierly treated, as a result of 
which Berkeley and Jefferson counties were included in West Virginia con- 
trary to the almost universal sentiment of the people of those counties; 
while as for the debt, it became a matter of long-drawn-out controversy 
owing to the refusal of the new state to assume its equitable share. Indeed 
it was not until 1920 that the new state gave satisfaction on this point, 
and then merely by way of reluctant and tardy compliance with a peremp- 
tory decree of the United Stales Supreme Court. 10 

10 J. G. ltandnll, "The Virjtinia Debt Controversy,” Pot. Set. Quar., XXX, 
553 IT.; Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 476 n. 
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The movement for Southern nationhood and the organizing work of 
the Montgomery convention hate been sketched above.- Approximately a 
month before Lincoln's inauguration the new natton was In Ml * 

phase the controlling agent was the convention in the Alabama capital 
for with the assembling of that body die leaders had, so far a. *= Mo ver 
South was concerned, aeoimplished then main purpose. In other wor^, 
the Montgomery convention had no raison d tut except in tenn of South 
eru independence U ■ Soul" L- 
federacy t formed. Until die outbreak of wa, this confederacy numbered 
less than half die ^^".“ve'rnirnl^ 
and“b“ackL whili the right slaveholding states outside the Confederacy 
contained more than seven million. . 

Much could be written on what became of Southern unionism once 
the Confederacy was launched. The most obvious fact was that the new 
nation seized die imagination of the people; and as state after state joined 
it there appeared the familiar phenomenon of a dominant and affirmative 
tvpe of public opinion which bote the stamp of being "Southern patri- 
otic and therefore sound; while the opposing tjpe of opinion was that of 
dissent doubt, and misgiving. Bring negative this latter opinion was less 
thrilling than the dominant pattern. It was easily suscepnble of denunc.a- 
“on by orators and editors, and soon came to be regarded as treasonable 

V -me attainment of quick popular support was the easier because 
the war factor was kept in the background. Not only did Southerners hope 
that war could be avoided; they were led to believe that, even if the fan- 
l did befit they would not make any very determined effort to subjugate 
thTsouth. ’’When the war first broke out said [Jefferson DavisJ many of 

» Seepp. *«#-• ,s6ff - 
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our people could with difficulty be persuaded that it would be long or seri- 
ous. The nonaggressive nature of the whole Southern movement was 
emphasized; and it was possible to make the appeal to both those who 
turned readily to slogans of battle and those whose blood ran cold at the 
thought of a war of brothers. Similarly it was possible at the outset to en- 
list even Unionists in the Southern cause. This was done by the familiar 
argument for secession which predicted that “better terms" could be had 
y sece ing, these terms being capable of interpretation in the sense of 
return to the Union. But perhaps the more common attitude of those 
monists w o were brought over to the support of secession was the reali- 
zation that, though they would have willed a different result, their states 
had acted othenvise, so that both the motive of state loyalty and the com- 
pelling necessity of maintaining law and public authority required acqui- 
escence m a time of such emergency. 1 

easv^nT ti0na i! i7e c ^ j 0Ut ^ iern mov enient in constitutional terms was 
S ^ of * e fusion of the time was devoted to this aspect. 

IlU unans? n l hC ^ ° f SeCeSsi ° n ” was > in the South, Xtu- 

i d t !?' , a n0t even Unionists denied that the right ex- 

sep ra ion Tli tl qUCSti ° n WaS n0t the lc 8 al but the wisdom of 
fai a G ZlT- amOU A S 1 COnStitU tional defense of secession was writ- 
mn by a Georgia Unionist, Alexander H. Stephens.* The state-rights argu- 

rnvent them- Te hi d° ^ ^ —titutionalist did not avelo 

St ” w a ; exal ** ^ abstract conce Pt of 

the states ("not nr or ^ su P rcm e thing in government; the people of 

resided ultimate authority SdieS 8 ° Vernn } cnts ) were sovereign; with them 

tution, so the argument ran did n^S TiS 3USe ° f the Federal C ° nSti ' 
eign over the people of the static Tt ^ natlonal government sover- 

nated that supreme-law rl WaS tbe P eo Ple of the states who origi- 

long as government opcratec/wUliffi ffiaf ^ State ; and - federaI P a «ern. So 
properly applied would p n , - 1 P attern > the supreme-law clause, 

willed; buTffiat did not llnT ' S" the pC °P le ° f states had so 
which they themselves had mad 1 tt, C ? e0ple couId not alter a pattern 
sufficient number to Sake ai r', 31 * e pCOple ° f a11 * c states or of a 
the pattern was not admitted iTwk held a , mCnd ™ ent could a,one change 
people so decreed, couffiJet up fo the , ** 3 ^ ° f ** States ' if ,hdr 
tern were distorted or abused. The S^tT^T 3 ” 7 ,f tbe 0riginal pat ' 
tween state peoples), it was fittinv that -f 1 tUtl0n c bem g a "compact" (be- 
violated its terms the other na f 8 * S ° me tbe confederated parties 
solution. ’ C ° ther Parties ' or an >' of them, could declare its dis- 

,,0 "' eV "' "" nCC ' SSat >- «« .0 elaborate the con.tKo- 

nor land. Dor" ™ k ““” l,,c ■»»* >™re mono to 1„„ E cnli.tmont.. 

■ n co„„,„w v,„ 0 , u „ , v „ r tam ^ w 
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tional argument! further. The cause o! nationhood moved with the spirit 
of high adventure. It steeled men to keen endeavor; it became a holy cause, 
it presented the opportunity for heroism "here life seas otherwise ' • hu " , ‘ 
drum matter; it made dissent seem ignoble; it throbbed with the dim and 
verve of a popular crusade. Though it has been said that the arUtoemUc 
planters set the pace, yet, if this is .me, it is merely a repetition of he me 
truth to add that die populace caught step. Certainly throughout the story 
of the Southern movement, as for instance with regard to die atonal meth- 
ods of wa, government, it was always necessary to reckon with die South- 
em sense of lemocracy. Any thing like a director, or d,cla J "°“ ,d ^ 
out of hue with Southern tendencies and would be sure to encounter ob- 
stacles. 

z 

The first rfeime being provisional, it was necessary to launch a per- 

g . i«o inaugurations of President Davis mark the 
manent government. The two inaugurations u. Pph 

dis.ine.ion between the provisional and permanent phases On February 
1 8 , ,86,. Dari, was inaugurated provisional President, ha ‘ ' f c ' “ 
hcen conferred by die Montgomery convention; on fobtuary aa i86j^ ho 
was inaugutatod President under the permanent rfgime. Betrreeri these 
pro dates 8 had oeeuned the completion of the permanent Mnsdtutlon, 

t.-t 

r„Sn r;Smt rS a total of to,, ea« for Davis and Stephens. 

T ^ e 'nm a M^ntgomery' r government > quickly became for die South die suc- 

. The committee **■»> •»• £* SS 

roent may ce icn ■ • ■ ; not . - • without encountering . . . 

milter ■ - ' ° J, ' ' [ Government from which we have with- 

TZ- l “S ,U,ed ,t. 0.e haute, nf « - hern to^h. 

muter ,h. Star, and Snipe, mom 
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negotiate for the delivery of Federal forts, arsenals, et cetera, within the 
Confederacy and to give assurance of the wish to ‘‘preserve the most 
friendly relations.” Other men were chosen as commissioners to the Euro- 
pean powers. The fabric of Federal legislation was dealt with by an act 
passed (against the vote of South Carolina) to continue in force all the 
laws of the United States as of November, i860, so far as they were not 
inconsistent with the Confederate constitution, until they were repealed or 
altered by Congress. A committee was appointed to revise the statutes of 
the United States and refit them to the Confederacy. It was resolved that 
the Confederate Congress employ an "agent at Washington to furnish any 
documents or information which may be useful to this body”; and it was 
also voted to confirm existing customs officers in the South and continue 
them in office.- Thus the labors of creating a government de novo were re- 
markably simplified by taking over, with adaptations, the constitution of 
the Federal government, its laws, and even its official personnel. 

It was natural also that the Confederate cabinet should follow the 
Washington pattern, the departments being the same as those at Washing- 
ton except that a department of justice was added 3 and no department 
of the interior was formed. Promptly appointed by President Davis and 
confirmed by the Montgomery Congress, the cabinet consisted of the fol- 
l0 ; V c in8: , R ° ber , t Toombs of Ge °rgia, secretary of state; C. G. Memminger 
of South Carolina secretary of the treasury; Leroy P. Walker of Alabama, 
secretary of war; Judah P. Benjamin of Louisiana, attorney general; S. R. 
Mallory of Florida, secretary of the navy; John H. Reagan of Texas, post- 
master general. Toombs soon resigned to become a genera] in the Confed- 
erate army and was succeeded by R. M. T. Hunter of Virginia. Other 
?hoT< n ® enjam i n ' s cbief *«vice was as secretary of state. 

WnTs of A?? 7 DaViS ’ b0th ° f North Carolina > Thomas H. 

S * aba TfM ed aS att0rney generaL Gcorge A - Trenholm of South 
fecretarv of 1 Mcmmin S er a * secretary of the treasury. The office of 

BeSn G w Z Walker ’ s SUCCessors bei "g P- 

John C Brookin'' 1 ^ ? ° f ^ lrglma ’ J ames A ' Seddon of Virginia, and 

bolninv ' r«Z7* and R eagan, appointed at the 

U 36 5 l ad SJ C,t 5 t0 thC Cnd ' 7116 state °f Kentucky in 

Union cabtacte Wh™ 0 " represented in bo * the Confederate and 

COnsldcrS S ° Uthern efforts t0 capture additional 
ma be said ffiat vT ^ '7”* instruction in the South, 

t&z rst&zs s*5r ivably ™ - - - 

Con,. C-W Doc. N„"., “AT?* '“*• C o„M. 

1 I bid., I, 52-53. 5 ' S ' ] C ° ng -> 2 SCSS - 5 . I, I 0 I-IO 2 . 
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Herschel V. Johnson wrote: "I thought Mr. Davis was unfortunate in 
the composition of his Cabinet.” ‘ Though the cabinet contained able men, 
yet it was rather conspicuous for the lack of men w ho had an importance 
in the South comparable to that of Seward or Chase in the North. The case 
of Toombs illustrates the preference of prominent and vigorous Southern 
leaders for military service. 

Many problems crowded in upon the Confederacy in the early weeks. 
The tariff, the na\ igation of the Mississippi Riser, the coasting trade, the 
post office, the seizure of United States funds, the organization and pro- 
cedure of the courts, appeals to the other slaveholding states Co join the 
Confederacy, the control of Indian affairs, and the apprehension, restraint, 
and removal of citizens of Northern states as “alien enemies” occupied 
the lawmakers. An army and a navy were organized. One of President Da- 
vis's first steps was to send agents into the North with authorization "to 
make purchases and contracts for machinery and munitions,” to "engage 
- - . for the establishment of a ponder mill at some point in the limits of 
our territory," and to take similar precautions. 1 Such agents did their work 
efficiently, and this illustrates but one of many methods by which the 
North contributed to the war preparations of the South. In general, how- 
ever, such preparations were not of a thoroughgoing nature; and, in con- 
formity with the nonaggressive character of the Confederate movement as 
interpreted by its leaders, such preparations were deemed merely defensive. 

One of the knottiest problems at the beginning w as the Sumter situa- 
tion. It was not only that the government of the United States did not ac- 
cept the thesis that its retention of Sumter put it in the position of an in- 
vading power; there was the further difficulty that the Sumter situation 
might cause embarrassment between South Carolina and the Confederate 
government. This, indeed, was one of the earliest challenges confronting 
the Southern nation from the angle of state rights. There were strong evi- 
dences that South Carolina was determined to hat e her way; and when the 
Montgomery comention sought to restrain the state, and considered a res- 
olution requesting the commonwealth to abstain from any hostile attack 
upon Sumter until the President of the Confederate states could be inaugu- 
rated, Mr. Chesnut, representing the state in the Confederate Congress, 
offered an amendment by which the Confederate government’s control of 
the war power was to be held subject to that clause of the constitution 
which provided that no state should "engage in war, unless actually in- 
vaded, or in such imminent danger as will not admit of delay.” * The 
Montgomery convention voted to take "under its charge the questions . . . 
relating to the occupation of the forts . . - and other public estabhsh- 

* Am. Ilis*. Her., XXX, 329. 

* Jefferson Davis to Raphael Semises, Feb. 2 r, 1861, Rowland, Davis, V. 
54-5 6- 

* Journal, Confed. Cong., I, 47, 904. 
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menb/’ T whe reu p on Governor Pickens of South Carolina (February i 3> 
i j wire urging that it is due to us under all the circumstances to 
get possession of Sumter at a period not beyond the fourth [of March].” 8 
At the same time Pickens sent the president of the Congress a long letter 
in which he stated: 


. It , h “ ; ; • been cons idered . . . necessary for this State to take posses- 
f b f0r t as soon 1 as the measures necessary for the accomplishment of 
hat resuk can be completed. And it is now expected that within a short time 

ducuon. an§ementS PerfCCted • • • f ° r itS C6rtain and s ^y rc ' 

ter a fact ir a ' erted > It: be by making the capture of Fort Sum- 

o the ?ncn P Aa 8 e • • • present Administration, and leading 

war lnC °™ n | Admin ^ration the question of an open declaration of 

Lincoln mav n C3n n0t resist ’ because he has not the power. Mr. 

c,use of "" u 

the Carolina 1 )^ 0 Y' statec ^’ ^ lerc was 'much impatience at tvhat 

Montand, d °" “ »> a I»dfic and tempering policy of the 

Srs . cha r z if Lt 

Cabinet 1 '” * *— SXZZ 

Sun,Kr S bee,ml S a d iS t! '’ ’"T"' cwn,! ot A I> ril ' 2 -3 “nceming 
oumier Decame a ringing war slogan for the Smith Th„ c AT ■ , % 

view was effectively stated by President DavkTn h Southern Pomt of 
April 20 1861 Cnntiaoen ) . . nt L>avis ln bis message to Congress, 

rived in Washington March^SevTaT’ ** ? avis P ointed out - bad ar- 
ncgotiation with die secretary of state \ Va °" ^ made overtures for 
consented to unofficial intercourse with a ^ qU6 j hons of fon71 ’ they had 
been assured of the intention to ov ° ” ltermedla r}’ by whom they had 

diplomacy [said Davis] can scarcely fum^ 811111161 ’ Crooked P aths of 
tesy, in candor, and dlrecmess a flas ffie co ° "Tu S ° W * ntto * fa C0Ur ' 
ernment toward our commicc- • , C course °f tbe United States Gov- 
recounted the story of the Summ^ m . Vasbln 8 ton -” The President then 
President and secretary of statp r . cx P c ltJ0I b the refusal of the Northern 

the Confederate goTerimcnUo ^ ™h of 

Anderson to agree to peaceful nrn ^ b * ood > and the refusal of 

mained . . . *„ ** " hich > be said, there “re- 
reduced,” which order “was execute/by G ^ Sh ° uld be at 0nCC 

• “ted b> General Beauregard.” He then 

T Ibid., I, 47 . 

* Ibid., I, 49, 

5 Mid., I, 57-58. 

10 ***** S ‘ HCnn ’ S '°^ <>f Confederacy, 30 - 3I . 
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recounted the extraordinary action of the President of the United States in 
calling "for an army of 75,000 men to act as a posse comitatus ... in 
States where no courts exist whose mandates . . . are not cheerfully 
obeyed . . . by a willing people.” M 

In this war message the Confederate President, with unanswerable 
logic from the Southern viewpoint, presented the South as a peaceful na- 
tion drawn into a purely defensive war by aggression from without. When 
a bill was passed authorizing letters of marque and reprisal, a change of 
wording was effected by which it was declared that the “President of the 
Confederate States [was] . . . authorized ... to meet [not to wage] the 
war thus commenced. . . 11 In this spirit of proud defense the South- 

ern President, speaking for his people, protested that they desired peace 
“at any sacrifice, save that of honor and independence”; that they sought 
no conquest; and that all they asked was to be let alone and be free from 
subjugation.** 

The Montgomery phase of the Confederacy soon ended. On May 2r, 
1861, the decision was made to transfer the capital to Richmond, and this 
transfer was effected m June. The importance and prestige of Virginia and 
the need for a vigorous defense of the Old Dominion offered strong mo- 
tives for accepting the invitation of the Virginia convention which had been 
extended on April 27. "Strategically [writes Douglas Freeman] it was a se- 
rious mistake, for it placed almost on the frontier of the Confederacy . . . 
the capital that was so soon ... to become the emblem of the Southern 
cause. . . When it came to such details as the transfer ef the Virginia 
troops to the Confederacy, the "separate efforts” of Virginia and the Con- 
federacy were "not . . . without friction." 14 


3 

It promptly became clear that the most urgent task of the Confederacy 
would be to raise and equip an army. Indeed, even before the attack on 
Fort Sumter the Confederate Congress had acted to create both a regular 
army (which remained only a paper force throughout the conflict) and a 
provisional force which actually fought the war. The details of this legisla- 
tion are complicated and confusing: the Confederate Congress initially au- 
thorized the recruiting of 100,000 troops to serve either six months or a 
jear, but after war actually began, the number was increased to 400,000 
who' should serve either for three years or for the duration of the conflict. 
As E. Merton Coulter summarizes this complex legislation: "A person 
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might become a member of the Provisional Army either as a volunteer 
without passing through the hands of a governor or as a member of state 
militia offered by the governor; and his term of service might be for the 
duration of the war however long it might last, for the duration if not 
over three years, for three years, for twelve months, for six months, or 
possibly for any intermediate time.” 1 

At the outbreak of the war the confusion and inconsistency of this leg- 
islation seemed of little importance, for it appeared that virtually every 
able-bodied man in the South was rushing to enlist. "All of us are . . . 
ripe and ready for the fight,” one Virginian reported to his governor. "I 
shall be shoulder to shoulder with you whenever the fight comes off. I g<5 
for taking Boston & Cincinati [sic]. I go for wipeing them out.” So great 
was t e flood of volunteers that the government could not arm or equip 
em a . From Mississippi I could get 20,000 men who impatiently wait 
for notice that they can be armed,” President Davis reported. “In Georgia 
numerous tenders are made to serve for any time at any place and to these 
and o*er offers I am still constrained to answer, ‘I have not arms to sup- 
ply you. - Secretary of War Walker estimated that he was obliged to de- 
cline the services of 200,000 volunteers during the early months of the 
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won at First Bull Run and saw no further call for their services. Volun- 
teering was also discouraged by reports from men in the army that soldier- 
ing was not all "fun and frolic" but was instead drill, spit-and-polish, mili- 
tary discipline, and more drill. As one disillusioned Alabama enlisted man 
wrote home : "A soldier is worse than any negro on Chatahooche [sic] river. 
He has no privileges whatever. He is under worse taskmasters than any 
negro. He is not treated with any respect whatever. His officers may insult 
him and he has no right to open his mouth and dare not do it.” * 

After the miserable winter of 1861—1862, when Northern and South- 
ern armies faced each other m sullen idleness, many Confederate twelve- 
month volunteers prepared to return to their homes when their enlistments 
expired in the spring. At just the time when McClellan was about to begin 
his great Peninsula offensive it seemed likely that the Confederate armies 
would be virtually disbanded. So great was the crisis that the Southern 
Congress hurriedly passed an act to encourage re-enlistments by granting 
generous furloughs and bounties to veterans who promised once more to 
volunteer. 

Even so, it was clear that the volunteer system was breaking down, and 
under pressure from President Davis, who declared compulsory service 
"absolutely indispensable,” * the Southern Congress on April 16, 1862, 
passed the first conscription law, enforcing military service upon white 
men between the ages of eighteen and thirty-five. In September, 1 862, this 
act was amended to extend the age limits from thirty-five to forty-five, and 
in February, 1864, there was a further modification which made the age 
limits seventeen and fifty.* 

As an effective conscription sjstem, these measures had numerous de- 
fects, the most objectionable being the provision which aligned a man to 
escape military service by hiring a substitute and the exemption of numer- 
ous categories, such as "schoolteachers of twenty pupils, ministers, college 
professors, druggists, mail carriers, postmasters, civil officers of state gov- 
ernments and of the Confederacy, employees of railroads, ferrymen, tele- 
graph operators, employees in cotton and woolen mills, mines, furnaces, 
and foundries, shoemakers, blacksmiths, tanners, millers, saltmakers, print- 
ers, and one editor for each paper.” The exemption which caused the great- 
est outcry was that of one overseer or slaveowner to every twenty slaves, 
a provision which actually freed only a few hundred men from military 
service but which caused the poorer classes to protest that it was "a rich 
man’s war and a poor man’s fight.” 4 * * 7 

4 David Donald, “The Confederate as a Fighting Man,’’ J. S. H., XXV, 180 
(May, 1959)- 

1 Ann.Cyc., 1862 , 24 ). 

4 • those under eighteen and over forty five should constitute a reserve 

for state defense and not he required to serve beyond their state's limi ts " Coulter, 
Confederate States, 3*4-3tf. 

’ Clement Eaton, A History of the Southern Confederacy, 86. 
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It is difficult to judge just how effective Confederate conscription was. 
Though Richmond authorities claimed to be satisfied with the system, the 
constant modifications made in the laws indicate that the results left some- 
thing to be desired. There is not space here to go into the details of this 
supplementary legislation. One can note, for example, that in December, 
1863, the system of substitution was abolished; that in February, 1864, 
all industrial exemptions were ended (although soldiers were to be de- 
tailed to war industries) and other exemptions were drastically reduced; 
and that in the same month the "twenty Negro law” became the “fifteen 
egro aw, in a gesture to appease the smaller plantation owners. Pre- 
cise y ow many conscripts the draft laws brought into the Confederate 
armies can ne\er be determined; in fact, a chief function of this legisla- 
tion was not so much to draft men as to force them through volunteering 
to avoid the odium of being conscripted. Professor A. B. Moore concludes 
that, directly or indirectly, conscription was responsible for the enlistment 
ot 300,000 soldiers, about one-third of the entire Confederate fighting 
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35,000 Federal small arms in the Seven Days’ battles and about 20,000 
more at Second Bull Run. 

Increasingly, however, the Confederacy relied upon its own manufac- 
tories for arms and ammunition. Through Gorgas's industry large arsenals 
were set up at Richmond, Favcttcville, Augusta, Charleston, Columbia, 
Macon, Atlanta, and Selma; foundries were erected at Macon, Columbus, 
Augusta, and elsewhere; and. under the expert supervision of Colonel 
George W. Rains, a huge powder mill was built at Augusta. In addition, 
government contracts were let to pnvatelv owned factories, notably to the 
Tredegar Iron Works at Richmond, which “made torpedoes, submarines, 
plates for ironclad ships, propeller shafts, cannon, the great Brooke rifled 
naval guns, machinery for war production, and many other things both 
great and small." * By 1863 Gorgas could say confidently, "We are now in 
a Condition to carry on the war for an indefinite period.” * 

The quartermaster corps of the Confederate army w as less well man- 
aged. Admittedly its problems were almost insuperable, but, under Abra- 
ham C. Myers, too much attention was given to red tape. One of 
Myers’s chief duties was to procure millions of uniforms and shoes for the 
army. Since there w ere in the nonindustrial South no factories capable of 
handling orders of such magnitude, the Confederate government was ob- 
liged to set up its own clothing and shoe manufactories; by the fall of 1861 
“army clothing was being made almost exclusively in the quartermaster’s de- 
pots under military supervision." Some of these government-owned factories 
were "conspicuously well managed, especially those at Richmond, Augusta, 
Atlanta, and Columbus"; others were "less successful, sometimes because 
of the inexperience of the officials in charge, sometimes because of the dif- 
ficulties inherent in their location, in a few cases perhaps because of dis- 
honesty." * 

Another of Myers’s functions was to procure the horses and mules des- 
perately needed in the Confederate army for the cavalry, for the artillery, 
and for general transport, a task that became increasingly difficult as Un- 
ion forces conquered the horse-breeding areas of Kentucky and Tennessee. 
After the battle of Chancellorsville Lees army "was never again adequately 
supplied” with horses; in late 1864 more than one-fourth of the Confed- 
erate cavalry were dismounted for want of horses. So desperate did the 
problem become that in February, 1865, General W. N. Pendleton, Lee’s 
chief of artillery, protested, "The question of our horse supply is hardly 
second to that of supplying men for the army, or food for the men,” ‘ 

* ibid, *07. 

• Eaton, History of the Southern Confederacy, 135. 

• C. W. Raimdetl, “The Control of Manufacturing by tbe Confederate Gov- 
ernment,” M. V. If. vni, 231-233 (Dec., 1921). 

* Ramsdell, "General Robert E. Lee’s Horse Supply, 1862-1865,” Amer. Hist. 
Rev , XXXV, 763. 775 Gulf, 1930). 
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As shortages grew pressing, discontent with Myers’s administration 
spread. The officials of the quartermaster corps resorted to substitutes, 
such as using "wooden-soled, canvas-topped brogans’’ for army shoes— 
an arrangement w hich, as Frank E. Vandiver remarks, "seemed to please 
e\er> o } but the infantrymen. 0 In August, 1863, dissatisfaction was so 
widespread that President Davis replaced Myers with General Alexander R. 
Lawton, of Georgia who brought new vigor to his department but whose 

1 cu ties uring the final months of the conflict were even more stag- 
gering. 
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in the conflict; almost none understood, as did Brigadier General J. H. 
Trapier, that "Railroads are at one and the same time the legs and the 
stomach of an army.” ' The Davis administration, averse to meddling with 
private enterprise, sought to rely upon informal agreements with the rail- 
road operators rather than to coerce them, but, despite the best intentions, 
railroad officials "representing a multitude of small lines, were never able 
to co-ordinate their policies and services. . . -” 10 

The result was a constant record of disagreements, of inefficiency, and 
of putting private interest before public welfare. Though the excellent of- 
ficials appointed by President Davis to coordinate the railroads repeatedly 
proposed reasonable plans for pooling cars and engines and for controlling 
schedules and rates, political and business hostility scotched their pro- 
grams. Again and again army officials urged the Confederate government 
to take over the carriers, but, as Robert C. Black writes, "the Confederacy 
Was never to exert an effective supervision over its railways. Paper controls 
would receive the grudging acquiescence of Congress, but neither the Davis 
Administration, nor the successive military officers it placed in charge of 
the carriers, ever carried them thoroughly into effect. Everyone concerned, 
from the President down, appeared smitten by a fatal hesitation." Congress 
on May 1, 1863, passed a measure authorizing the President to seize rail- 
roads which failed to give priority to military shipments, but the act “Jay 
unused in an obscure pigeonhole." l * 

Not until February 28, 1865, were vigorous steps taken, when Con- 
gress ordered that the transportation of troops, supplies, munitions, et cet- 
era, “shall be under the immediate control of the Secretary of War,” who 
was given power to place railroad and navigation companies under military 
officers and to furnish aid to the companies in "money, material, subsist- 
ence,” and “other things . . . necessary to secure their efficiency," charg- 
ing the roads for such aid in their settlement with the government, while 
compensating them For war damage. 1 * By this time it was far too late, for 
the railroads which had not already been captured by Northern armies 
were slowly disintegrating. As Captain F. W. Sims, the railroad coordina- 
tor, sadly reported in February’, 1865, “not a single bar of railroad iron 
has been rolled in the Confederacy since [the beginning of] the war, nor 
can we hope to do any better during the continuance “ 

» Robert C. Black, III, The Railroads of the Confederacy, 137. 

10 C. W. Rams dell. Behind the Lines in the Southern Confederacy, 118 
i» Black, op. cit., 63. 164. 

as Journal, Confed. Cong, VII, 584. 

11 RarosdeU, “The Confederate Government and the Railroads," 805, 
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the richest areas of the South were being overrun by Northern armies. 
Besides, many Confederates thought it unfair that they should have to do 
both the fighting and the paying for the war. As the editor of the Wilming- 
ton (N. C.) Journal declared: "The burden of taxation, State and Confed- 
erate, should be laid as lightly as possible on our suffering people. We of 
today are paying the price of our righteous war of defence in blood and 
Wounds and death .... and it is but just and right that posterity should 
pay in money the price of that heritage of freedom, property, and glory' 
which we will bequeath them.” * 

Taxation, consequently, was never a major resource for the Confeder- 
ate treasury. The Northern blockade kept the import and export duties from 
bringing in much revenue. A direct tax, enacted on August 19, 1861, 
upon real estate, slaves, and other property,* was weakened by the provi- 
sion that the states might avoid the incidence of the tax directly upon their 
citizens by making parents as state governments either in Confederate 
treasury notes or in specie. This unfortunate provision, together with 
slowness in getting the tax into operation, produced disappointing results; 
all told, only $17,500,000 was realized, 4 and, as J. C. Schwab states, 
"what robbed the tax entirely of its character was the general practice on 
the part of the States to avoid the payment of the tax by borrowing the 
amount due and transferring the proceeds to Richmond. They followed 
the precedent of the States during the Revolution in meeting their quota 
of the [continental] taxes ... not by raising the amount by taxation, but 
by issuing bonds of paper money.” * 

Though the direct tax was obviously defective. Congress did not move 
to remedy the situation until 1863. So remiss was the legislature that one 
witnessed the extraordinary spectacle of people throughout the South ac- 
tually begging to be taxed. As the Richmond Enquirer declared: “We are 
the advocates of taxation because we believe it to be the Only mode . . . 
by which a nation can provide for its pecuniary necessities. ... To 
ORIGINATE a tax bill is the duty of the House of Representatives, a duty 
wholly and shamefully neglected by that body; a dereliction of duty which 
cannot and shall not be forgotten. ...” * Under such pressure the Con- 
gress finally did adopt a more comprehensive tax law on April 24, 1863, 
combining in one measure the features of an income levy, a license tax, 

* Eugene M. Lerner, 'The Monetary and Fiscal Programs of the Confederate 
Government, 1861-1865," Jour, of Political Economy, LXII, 509 (Dec., 1954) 

« Such a tax law was possible because the Confederacy was still operating 
under its provisional Constitution. Its permanent Constitution prohibited the levy- 
ing of direct taxes except in proportion to population. 

‘ Only round figures can be given here. For precise statements of amounts 
raised by the Confederacy through taxes, loans, and paper issues, see Richard 
Cecil Todd, Confederate Finance. 

a Schwab, 287. 

* Albert D. Kirwan, ed., The Confederacy, 134. 
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and a general internal revenue measure. The duties imposed by this law 
included, among other things, an 8 per cent levy upon all naval stores, salt, 
wines, liquors, tobacco, cotton, wool, flour, sugar, molasses, syrup, rice, 
and all other agricultural products; a license tax, of varying amounts, upon 
bankers, brokers, auctioneers, wholesale and retail dealers in liquors, pawn- 
brokers, distillers, brewers, innkeepers, theater and circus owners, jug- 
glers, butchers, bakers, apothecaries, physicians, tobacconists, peddlers, 
lawyers, photographers, and confectioners; and a graduated income tax, 
ranging (after an initial exemption of $1000) from one per cent on the 
first $1500 to 15 per cent on all incomes over $10,000. No tax was im- 
posed directly upon land or slaves, because the Confederate Constitution 
required that such direct taxes be apportioned according to population; but 
to circumvent this difficulty a tax-in-kind was imposed. After reserving cer- 
tain amounts of food for his own use, each farmer and planter was re- 
quired to pay to the government one-tenth of his wheat, corn, oats, rye, 
buckwheat or rice, sweet and Irish potatoes, cured hay and fodder, sugar, 
molasses, cotton, wool, tobacco, beans, peas, and bacon. 7 

Though the new tax legislation did bring in both money and much 
nee c supp ies or the army, it was very unpopular, especially among the 
armers, who compared their 10 per cent duties with the small levies 
gainst other incomes and protested that the tax-in-kind was "oppressive, 
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Nor was the Confederacy much more successful in its loans. At the 
outset of the war there was not enough specie in the South to make large 
loan subscriptions possible; later, when there were vast quantities of de- 
preciating paper money, “people would not tie up their credits in rigid 
bonds; they must have their resources in the fluidity of currency or else in 
gold or personal property and real estate." * The chief borrowing measures 
were the $15,000,000 loan, the $100,000,000 loan, the Erlanger loan, 
and the produce loans. The $15,000,000 domestic loan, authorized on 
February 28, 1861, was in general a success, being substantially subscribed 
by November of that year. It is significant that nearly two-fifths of the 
amount was taken up in the city of New Orleans. The loan was subscribed 
chiefly by banks; and its proceeds constituted one of the few sources of spe- 
cie for the Confederate government. The $100,000,000 loan (August 19, 
1861) was taken up chiefly by planters and was paid in part in paper 
money (treasury notes and bank notes) and in part in produce. Thus early 
in the war the idea of the "produce loan" was introduced into Southern fis- 
cal schemes. In later loan measures this type of borrowing came to be a 
conspicuous factor. In the produce loans the planters, in effect, turned over 
their cotton and other commodities to the government in specified amounts 
in return for Confederate bonds. Because of the reluctance of some plant- 
ers to part with their cotton for government paper, however, and also be- 
cause of the difficulty of getting specie for cotton, the produce loans proved 
disappointing.-* 

The most famous of the borrowing measures of the Confederate gov- 
ernment was the adventure in high finance essayed in 1863 in contract 
with a French financier named Erlanger. In return for Confederate bonds 
backed by cotton, Erlanger agreed to market a loan abroad, being secretly 
promised a handsome profit by an arrangement which permitted him to 
take over the bonds at 77 and sell them in foreign financial markets at 90. 

1 I bid., * 70 . 

1 Alexander H. Stephens proposed a daring plan for overcoming these diffi- 
culties and for using the cotton to benefit the Confederacy. "His theory was that 
by taking two million bales of the 1861 crop, paying $100,000,000 for them in 
8 per cent bonds, and adding to them two million bales of the old crop at the 
same price, the Confederacy would be enabled to acquire fifty ironclad steamers 
to protect the cotton in transit to Europe. Once there, the staple would be stored 
until its price reached fifty cents a pound, when it would be sold for $1,000, 000, - 
o 00, giving the Confederacy a dear profit of $800,000,000 in sterling." Kem- 
hert \V. Patrick, Jefferson Davis and ffis Cabinet, 219-210. As Professor Patrick 
points oat, this scheme was “visionary." There were not four million hales of 
cotton available in the Confederacy at the time; there is no reason to believe that 
the Union government would have sat idly by while the ironclad fleet was being 
prepared; and, had so much cotton been stored abroad, the price would certainly 
never have risen to fifty cents a pound. 
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Since the bonds were exchangeable for cotton at a price far below the cur- 
rent market price, the whole scheme bore the aspect of a gigantic cotton 
speculation. In addition the Erlanger firm was given a commission of 5 per 
cent and was further able to obtain Confederate funds with which to sus- 
tain the slipping market. Eventually the profits of the firm were enormous, 
running to something like thirteen and a half million francs. 3 Having fluc- 
tuated badly during the war the bonds became worthless after the collapse 
of die Confederacy, though the ever hopeful bondholders kept pushing 
their schemes for payment. 

All in all, it is estimated that the Confederacy realized only about 
$712,000,000 from these various loans, a sum that amounted to approxi- 
mately 39 per cent of its total revenues. 4 


3 

Inevitably, therefore, as both loans and taxes proved insufficient, the 
Confederacy turned to its last resource, the printing press. At first only 
small sums of paper money were authorized in order to give the South 
necessary circulating medium and to pay outstanding debts of the new 
government. Virtually every responsible leader of the Confederacy realized 
the perils from fiat currency; Memminger himself declared that printing 
money was the most dangerous of all methods of raising money.” 3 Still, 
j y Smes ^ nce ° r currency, the inadequacy of other fiscal measures, 
and the readiness of the Congress to take the easiest road led to the issue 
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kind of business, and even by individuals.” * Inevitably there was a great 
deal of counterfeiting, both of these local and state currencies and of the 
Confederate treasury notes. For this last problem Memminger, hard 
pressed to grind out enough paper from his presses, hit upon a novel solu- 
tion. He "recommended that the South resort to honoring counterfeits. 
Any person holding a bogus note should be able to exchange it for a 6 per 
cent call certificate. The counterfeits could then be stamped 'valid' by the 
Treasury and reissued." * 

By the end of the war the Confederacy had issued $ 1,554,000,000 in 
such paper currency * — over three times the total amount of Federal 
greenbacks. While the gold value of these Confederate notes stood at 90 in 
1861, they declined to 82.7 in early 1862, to 29.0 in early 1863, and to 
4.6 in early 1864.* So desperate did the situation become that the Con- 
federacy was obliged to resort to a kind of partial repudiation; a law of 
February 17, 1864, required treasury notes to be exchanged for 4 per cent 
bonds by April 1 (July 1 west of the Mississippi), and after that larger 
bills would be gradually reduced in value until they were worthless, while 
small bills could be exchanged at two-thirds of their face rate. A new, and 
presumably less depreciated, paper currency was meanwhile to be issued. 
The scheme gave the death blow to faith in the honesty of the Confederate 
treasury administration; at the same time the reduction of the currency did 
little permanent good because the Congress began promptly authorizing 
the further issuance of treasury notes. By early 1865 these were worth 
only 1.7 cents. 

So great grew the outcry against Memminger that the secretary, weary 
with continued congressional hostility to his own fiscal plans and annoyed 
with being saddled with the responsibility for plans which he had not 
sponsored, resigned (June 15, 1864). History has, on the whole, been 
unkind to Memminger, but it is doubtful whether any other secretary 
could better have escaped the pitfalls that beset him. He was, to be sure, 
a somewhat Stiff and difficult person, and he was not so forceful in urging 
taxes as he should have been. On the other hand, he did see to the heart 
of the South’s financial problems, and he tried to erect a system for fi- 
nancing the war from taxation and loans. Reliance upon treasury notes 
was an error, but it was not one of Memminger’s own choosing. 7 

Memminger’s successor was George A. Trenholm, one of the wealthi- 
est men in the South, who, as member of the financial firm of Fraser, 
Trenholm and Company of Charleston, had already had many dealings 
R-fch the Southern treasury department and bad become familiar with its 

* Coulter, Confederate States, 154. 

* Lemer, "Monetary and Fiscal Programs.” 520. 

* Todd, 120. 

« Schwab, 17*. 

t The best appraisal of Memminger's work is in Patrick, 231-234. 
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problems. Trenholm did not basically alter Memminger’s financial poli- 
cies, but he did try to change the direction of the treasury’s appeal. Instead 
of aiming principally for “planter, merchant, and banker support,” he 
sought to cement the natural alliance that exists between a people and 
their treasury, and to bolster general public confidence. 8 It was, however, 
far too late to remedy a bad situation. As Professor Patrick summarizes: 

George A. Trenholm undertook an impossible task in July, 1864, and as 
was inevitable, he failed.” 9 


This arid fiscal history is necessary to any understanding of the dis- 
turbed state of the Southern wartime economy. At a time when productiv- 
ity was declining, because the South had overmobilized and had not left 
a sufficient proportion of its able-bodied men to man its fields and fac- 
tories, die Confederate treasury constantly increased the volume of the 
currency. Inevitably there was inflation, which stimulated the more rapid 
circulation of the currency and hence further inflation; men bought to- 
day, knowing that their money would be worth less tomorrow. Conse- 
quent) prices steadily rose. For thirty-one consecutive months, from 
October, 1861 to March, 1864, the general price index of the Confeder- 
acy rose at an almost constant rate of 10 per cent a month." The partial 
repu lation 0 le treasury notes in early 1864 was designed to check the 

reTrpT- - ’ “ u'l’ announceme ”t o£ the plan caused Southerners to 
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Kean, head of the Confederate bureau of war, noted tvhat inflation had 
done to his income: 

My salary of $3000 goes about as far as $300 would do in ordinary times in 
purchasing all the articles of household necessity, the average of prices being 
about ten fold. The consequence is that with an income from all sources of at 
least $6000 and a good deal of help from my father-m-hw, my family is re- 
duced to two meals a day . . . and they are of the most plain and economical 
scale. Wood for fuel Is $38 per cord, butter $4 per pound, coal $1.25 per 
bushel, calico $4.50 a yard. 1 

Seven months later another war department official recorded the follow- 
ing pnces in Richmond: "boots, $200; coats, $350; pants, Sroo; shoes, 
$125; flour, S275 per barrel; meal, $60 to $80 per bushel; bacon, $9 per 
pound; no beef on the market; chickens, S30 per pair; shad, $20; potatoes, 
$25 per bushel; turnip greens, S4 per peck; white beans, $4 per 
quart . . . ; butter, $15 per pound; lard, same; wood, $50 per cord." * 
By the end of the war flour sold at Si, 000 a barrel in the Confederate 
capital. 

Except for debtors and speculators every class in the South suffered 
from the rampant inflation. Men on fixed salaries, such as government 
workers, were perhaps hardest hit. Planters, too, were affected, for their 
crops, normally exported, declined in real value. Creditors actually ran 
away from their debtors to avoid the payment of debts in worthless paper. 
Professional men were badly hurt; some doctors were forced to resort to a 
barter arrangement, offering their professional services at 1861 rates "to 
those who will furnish . . . grain or forage AT OLD PRICES.” 5 La- 
borers were greatly injured, for real wages "declined to approximately one- 
third their prewar level." As one group of workingmen complained to 
Secretary Memminger, wages were "totally inadequate to afford us the 
merest necessities of life — plain food, shelter, fuel, and clothing. We are 
literally reduced to destitution.” * 

The families of soldiers were especially hard hit by inflation. "Un- 
heard of prices . . . for provisions of almost every kind," lamented the 
Eastern Clarion, a Mississippi newspaper, m 1862, "are fast reducing a 
large class of our population to the condition of paupers.” 7 State govern- 
ments made valiant efforts to care for these indigent families; most of 
them appropriated large sums for direct relief and Louisiana "adopted a 
systematic pension system, providing for the payment of $10 monthly to 
wives or widows of soldiers .... the same amount to dependent par- 

1 Edward Younger, ed.. Inside the Confederate Government, 108. 

* J. B. Jones, A Rebel War Clerk's Diary (1866 ed.), II, zn. 

s Kirwan, T he Confederacy, 138. 

• Lerner, "Money, Prices, and Wages," 33. 

r Georgia Lee Tatum, Disfoyafly in the Confederacy, 94. For further com- 
ment on hardships in the Confederacy, see below, pp. 516-520. 
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ents, and $5 each to children and dependent younger brothers and sisters 
of soldiers.” But these were small sums in terms of purchasing power, and 
repeatedly the complaint rose: 

There is no doubt an ample sufficiency of Corn in this county for its consump- 
tion; but holders can't be moved to sell for less than the most exorbitant prices 
8c many women 8c children are entirely without. Now just let this news reach 
our Soldiers in the Army whose families are thus oppressed, 8c I should not be 
surprised to hear any day that many of them had laid by their arms and marched 
off home. 8 


There can be no doubt that such sufferings brought out the funda- 
mental disunity of the Confederacy. The South, it will be recalled, was 
never unanimous in support of secession; every state, with the possible ex- 
ception of South Carolina, had from the beginning a vigorous Unionist 
group. In the slave states of Delaware, Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri 
Unionist sentiment was strong enough to prevent secession; throughout 
the great Appalachian mountain region opponents of the Confederacy 
were probably in the majority throughout the war. 1 

In other areas Unionists (or "Reconstructionists” as they were often 
styled), though in a minority, continued throughout the war to dissent 
from the Confederacy. In the hill country of Alabama, for example, there 
were hundreds who agreed with one small farmer’s verdict that the war 

-VV a \ C ° . er r S ^°, t: they want 15 to git you pupt up and go to 

fight for there mfumal negroes and after you do there fighting you may 
kiss there hme parts for o [all] they care.” * The Ozark region of Arkansas 
was strongly opposed to the war, and in Texas, which had a heavy infusion 
o antislavery Germans, it is estimated that one-third of the people "re- 
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for every twenty (later fifteen) slaves was especially objectionable to the 
small farmers of the South. "Nc\er did a law meet with more universal 
odium than the exemption of slate owners," wrote Senator James Phelan 
of Mississippi to Jefferson Davis; "its injustice, gross injustice, is de- 
nounced even by men w hose position allows them to take advantage of its 
privileges. ... It has aroused a spirit of rebellion . . . and bodies of 
men hate banded together to desert.” * Many outraged Southerners shared 
the opinions of a North Carolina draftee, who paid his respects to Presi- 
dent Davis as he deserted: 

Your happy conscript would go to the far-away North whence the wind comes 
and leave you to reap the whirlwind with no one but your father the devil to 
reap and rake and bind after you. And he’s going. It is with intense and multi- 
fariously proud satisfaction that he gazes for the last time upon our holy flag — 
that symbol ... of an adored trinity, cotton, niggers, and chivalry. . . , 
Behind he leaves the legitimate chivalry of this unbounded nation centered in 
•he illegitimate son of a Kentucky horse-thief And now, bastard Presi- 

dent of a political abortion, farewell. . . . Except it be in the army of the 
Union, you will not again see the conscript.* 

Sometimes these deserters formed guerilla bands, which hid out in the 
hill country of the Confederacy. In Washington County, in southwestern 
Virginia, deserters "roamed over the county and robbed citizens indis- 
criminately of money, clothing, horses, saddles, grain and forage." • In 
some counties in northwestern Georgia the conscription law was practi- 
cally suspended for twelve months before the end of the war because 
“lories and bushwhackers" were in control and made the region "a theater 
for the lawless depredations of prowling hands of cavalry." ’ If Confederate 
enrolling officers halted these disloyal citizens and asked for their authority 
to be absent from their commands, they patted their guns and defiantly 
said, "This is my furlough." * 

Deserters moved with impunity through the backwoods areas of the 
Confederacy because the large majority of the population in that region 
had come to share their disaffection toward the Richmond government. All 
over the South secret peace societies sprang up. In Arkansas the poor, 
nonslaveholding whites as early as 1861 banded together, vowing "they 
would never muster under the d — d nigger flag, but if any one would just 
come along with the stars and stripes that they would arise at midnight 


< Tatum, 89. 
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below, pp. S 16— J* 7- 



266 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


and go to it, and they would fight for it too when they got there.” 8 The 
Peace Society also flourished in Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, eastern 
Tennessee, and perhaps Florida. Its members had elaborate rituals for 
recognizing each other. The signs were: 

1, Salute with the right hand closed, thumb pointing back behind the shoulder; 

2, If the person saluted was one of the faithful, he would then grasp his own 
left hand with his right, knuckles of the left hand down, of right hand up; 

3, Both then looked one another in the eyes and each tapped his right foot with 
a stick, 4, One of them broke a small stick or like article and threw the pieces 
carelessly over the left shoulder. 10 


Similar societies flourished in Virginia and in the Carolinas. Wil- 
liam W. Holden, the most influential editor in North Carolina and candi- 
ate for governor of that state in 1864, was a member of the secret peace 
society called the Order of the Heroes of America. Holden regularly used 
his newspaper, the Raleigh Standard, to attack the Confederate govern- 
ment and to advocate a separate peace. "North Carolina is true, and will be 
true to t e Confederate government as it was formed, in its integrity and 
purity, he argued sophisticafly; "but she would not be bound by a gov- 
ernment which had lost its original character and had been perverted to 

despotic purposes against her own rights and the rights and liberties of 
her citizens. 11 


Many disaffected Southerners expressed their disloyalty by simply re- 
usmg to serve in the Confederate armies or to obey Confederate laws. 

ers oo, more acthe steps of opposition, openly trading w r ith the enemy 
r giving Federal troops information as to the whereabouts of Confederate 
orces. Some idea of the extent and importance of disloyalty in the Con- 
federacy can be gained from the fact that after the war 22,298 persons 
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in the government at Richmond, the very basis on which die Confederacy 
was founded, the principle of state rights, proved embarrassing in a war 
which rendered imperative a considerable degree of centralization, in one 
of its aspects the factor of internal opposition might be traced as a contest 
waged around President Davis; it could also be viewed in its connection 
with unpopular measures such as conscription, impressment, and the tax 
in land; or it could be discussed with reference to this or that local region. 
The two states in which opposition was most conspicuous were Georgia 
and North Carolina; and much of the story can be read in the Confederate 
relations of the governors of these states— Joseph E. Brown of Georgia and 
Zebulon Vance of North Carohna-the two state executives who stood 
forth as the stoutest opponents of the Southern President. . 

Brown took state sovereignty very seriously. In the period just after 
the secession of Georgia, when technically it was an independent nation, 
he even sent a diplomatic officer abroad. On January 30, x86x, he ap- 
pointed T. Butler King "commissioner to the Government of Q“ e 
tori,, ,0 the Emperor Napoleon III. and to tfre Government of the Kmg of 
Belgium, with all the power,, and . . . dutre," menUoned n aecom- 
panying instructions. In these instructions he was i , , . 

Georgia’s secession and to "ascertain from those Go.ernm nU wheU, 
will accord with their . . . policy, to tamed, ately aelnot vied. ;e ft Gov 
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and go to it, and they would fight for it too when they got there.” 9 The 
Peace Society also flourished in Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, eastern 
Tennessee, and perhaps Florida. Its members had elaborate rituals for 
recognizing each other. The signs were: 

1, Salute with the right hand closed, thumb pointing back behind the shoulder; 

2, If the person saluted was one of the faithful, he would then grasp his own 
left hand with his right, knuckles of the left hand down, of right hand up; 

3, Both then looked one another in the eyes and each tapped his right foot with 
a stick; 4, One of them broke a small stick or like article and threw the pieces 
carelessly over the left shoulder. 10 

Similar societies flourished in Virginia and in the Carolinas. Wil- 
liam W. Holden, the most influential editor in North Carolina and candi- 
date for governor of that state in 1864, was a member of the secret peace 
society called the Order of the Heroes of America. Holden regularly used 
his newspaper, the Raleigh Standard, to attack the Confederate govern- 
ment and to advocate a separate peace. "North Carolina is true, and will be 
true to the Confederate government as it was formed, in its integrity and 
purity,” he argued sophistically; "but she would not be bound by a gov- 
ernment which had lost its original character and had been perverted to 
despotic purposes against her own rights and the rights and liberties of 
her citizens.” 11 

Many disaffected Southerners expressed their disloyalty' by simply re- 
fusing to serve in the Confederate armies or to obey Confederate laws. 
Others took more active steps of opposition, openly trading with the enemy 
or giving Federal troops information as to the whereabouts of Confederate 
forces. Some idea of the extent and importance of disloyalty in the Con- 
federacy can be gained from the fact that after the war 22,298 persons 
put in claims for over sixty million dollars against the United States gov- 
ernment for reimbursement for quartermaster and commissary' supplies 
they declared they had furnished to the advancing Federal armies in the 
South. That disloyalty' was by no means confined to the poor and humble 
classes of the South is evidenced by the fact that 701 of these professed 
pro-Union Southerners made claims totaling Si 0,000 or more each. 15 

6 

Internal opposition within the Confederacy' was evident on many 
fronts. Despite enthusiasm for the cause of Southern nationalism embodied 

9 Ted R. Worley, "The Arkansas Peace Society of 1861: A Study in Moun- 
tain Unionism,” J. S. H., XXIV, 454 (Nov., 1958). 

10 Tatum, 27. 

11 Horace W. Rapcr, William W. Holden and the Peace Movement in North 
Carolina,” N. C. Hist. Res-., XXXI, 507 COct., 1954). 
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in the government at Richmond, the very basis on which the Confederacy 
was founded, the principle of state rights, proved embarrassing in a war 
which rendered imperative a considerable degree of centralization. In one 
of its aspects the factor of internal opposition might be traced as a contest 
waged around President Davis; it could also be viewed in its connection 
with unpopular measures such as conscription, impressment, and the tax 
in kind; or it could be discussed with reference to this or that local region. 
The two states in which opposition was most conspicuous were Georgia 
and North Carolina; and much of the story can be read in the Confederate 
relations of the governors of these states — Joseph E. Brown of Georgia and 
Zebulon Vance of North Carolina — the two state executives who stood 


forth as the stoutest opponents of the Southern President. 

Brown took state sovereignty very seriously. In the period just after 
the secession of Georgia, when technically it was an independent nation, 
he even sent a diplomatic officer abroad. On January 30, 1861, he ap- 
pointed T. Butler King "commissioner to the Government of Queen Vic- 
toria, to the Emperor Napoleon III, and to the Government of the King of 
Belgium, with all the powers, and . . . duties” mentioned in accom- 
panying instructions. In these instructions he was directed to explain 
Georgia’s secession and to “ascertain from those Governments whether it 
will accord with their . . . policy, to immediately acknowledge the Gov- 
ernment of Georgia as that of an independent State.” On February 5 he 
ordered the seizure of all the ships in Savannah harbor belonging to citi- 
zens of the state of New York as a reprisal for the seizure of Georgia guns 
by the New York police. After Georgia’s entrance into the Confederacy he 
was intensely loyal to the cause of Southern independence; but, as his ver- 
bose messages and papers show, he was frequently in controversy with the 
authorities at Richmond. His policy was that Georgia should look to her 
own defenses, raise huge war chests, develop her own foundries, raise and 
maintain state troops (referred to as "the Georgia regular army”), "prevent 
the Confederate tax-gatherers from making their appearance among us,” 1 
and in general promote the Southern cause by state measures with as little 
obedience to central direction as possible. 


As the war dragged on, however. Brown’s devotion to the Confederacy 
seriously diminished, and he began to contemplate making a separate peace 
treaty between Georgia and the United States. Brown's biographer speaks 
of the traits which kept him from working harmoniously with President 
Davis’s government: “his provincialism and opportunism, which pre- 
cluded his visualizing the Confederacy as a whole and caused him to view 
the war only insofar as it affected Georgia and his own political oppor- 
tunities; his stubborn insistence on his own point of view in all times and 
m der all circumstances . . . ; his supreme idfconSdence whIct 5t “ s 
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to have led him for a time to believe that he might supplant Davis in the 
Presidency; and, finally, as the fortunes of the Confederacy waned, his 
propensity to he on the side in the ascendency, leading him to seek the 
favor of the enemy through opposition to his own government.” 2 

In Governor Vance of North Carolina the Davis administration found 
a different kind of opponent. A soldier himself and a vigorous adminis- 
trator, Vance never wavered in his loyalty to the Confederacy, even when 
Holden, his principal backer, and large segments of the Conservative party 
joined the peace movement. Announced the governor stoutly, "I will see 
this Conservative party blown into a thousand atoms and Holden and his 
understrappers in hell . . . before I will consent to a course which I 
think would bring dishonor and ruin upon both State and Confederacy." 3 4 
At the same time that he supported the Confederacy, Vance insisted "that 
the Richmond authorities should exert their war power with due regard 
for the rights of North Carolina and with especial consideration for her 
civil law.” * Whenever the governor thought that the Confederate govern- 
ment was infringing upon the sovereignty of his state or was mistreating 
her citizens, he exploded in heated protests to President Davis. At one 
point his language in objecting to alleged discriminations against North 
Carolina became so intemperate that the Southern President was obliged 
stiffly to reply, "... I must beg that a correspondence so unprofitable in 
its character, and which was not initiated by me, may here end, and that 
your future communications be restricted to such matters as may require 
official action.” 5 

With such popular leaders ready at all times to enter the lists as 
champions of state rights it was certain that internal difficulties would 
arise whenever measures of a drastic sort, which would bear hard upon 
the people, should be essayed at Richmond. It was ominous of future de- 
velopments that in the very early months of the war even the thoroughly 
loyal governor of Alabama, A. B. Moore, should refuse to permit state 
agents to collect taxes for the Confederacy, declaring, “The State should 
never concede to the General Government the exercise of powers not dele- 
gated in the Constitution, and they should never, except in cases of abso- 
lute necessity, consent to exercise powers or to perform duties which do 
not properly belong to them.” 6 

Conscription was perhaps the most frequent source of conflict between 


2 I-ouisc Biles Hill, "Governor Brown and the Confederacy,” Ga. Hist. Quart., 
XXI, 371-372 (Dec., 1937). 

3 Raper, "Holden and the Peace Movement,” 508. 

4 Richard E. \atcs, "Zcbulon B. Vance as War Governor of North Carolina, 
1862-1865,” ). S. H., Ilf, 59 (Feb., 1937). 

3 Coulter, Confederate States, 389 n. 

t Lcracr, "Monetary and Fiscal Programs/’ 509. 
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Richmond and state officials. Governor Brown, for instance, argued that 
conscription was "a palpable violation of the Constitution,” a "dangerous 
assault upon both the rights and the sovereignty of the State," which 
would reduce the country to a condition “bordering upon military despot- 
ism* and comcrt "free-born citizens" into the "vassals of the central 
power." * There ensued a wordy correspondence between Richmond and 
MilJedgcuJfe in the course of which President Davis, while courteously 
admitting that Brown's "noble State [had] promptly responded to every 
call," • vigorously repudiated the governor’s argument against the law and 
asserted its validity and wisdom. With much grumbling. Brown submitted 
to the first conscription act, but when the second one was passed, on Sep- 
tember 27, 1862, he "refused to allow the new act to be enforced in 
Georgia until the legislature had deliberated upon it.” Not until the 
friends of the Davis administration had demonstrated powerful strength 
in the legislature and the state supreme court on November 1 1 had ren- 
dered a unanimous decision in favor of conscription did the governor re- 
luctantly permit the law to go into effect.* Even then he used the exemp- 
tion clauses to the fullest, declaring that some 1 5,000 persons, mostly in 
the militia, were indispensable state officers not subject to the draft. 1 ® 

There was further trouble within the Confederacy because of the 
law of February 27, 1862, which gave the President the power to suspend 
the privilege of the habeas corpus writ. Though Davis vv as slow to use the 
power so conferred, yet conditions arose which caused suspension to be 
adopted in various localities. Portsmouth, for example, and also Salisbury, 
Norfolk, Mobile, Petersburg, New Orleans, and the state of Texas were at 
one time or another put under Confederate martial law. This subject be- 
came a favorite theme of denunciation by Brown and Vance. The following 
statement of Brown indicates the defiant nature of his attitude. 

We were recently informed . . . that a [Confederate] military commander 
. . . had issued an order declaring the city of Atlanta . . . to be under mar- 
tini law, and had appointed a Governor and his aides to assume the government 
of the city. . . . The order was issued without any conference with the Execu- 
tive of this State .... and the Governor appointed by the General assumed 
the Government and control of the city. As you [i e., the Georgia legislature] 
were soon to assemble, I thought it best to avoid all conflict . . . till the facts 
should be placed before you, .... I consider this and all like proceedings, 
on the part of Confederate officers not only high-handed usurpation . . . with- 
out the shadow of constitutional right, but dangerous precedence, which if 
acquiesced in by the people of this State, tend to the subversion of the govern- 

1 Hill, 346-347. 

* Candler, III, 245. 

■ Bryan, Confederate Georgia, 87. 

Hill, Joseph E. Brown and the Confederacy, 96. 
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ment and sovereignty of the State, and of the individual rights of the citizen. 
This order of the commanding General was, after some delay, annulled by the 
War Department. 11 

State judges released prisoners held under Confederate authority. 
Chief Justice Pearson, for example, of the supreme court of North Caro- 
lina, granted writs to all who applied and "went on discharging man after 
man.” In North Carolina, despite Justice Pearson, the supreme court up- 
held the habeas corpus act as constitutional. In Georgia, however, the 
legislature declared the act unconstitutional; 12 and J. L. M. Curry, com- 
missioner to execute the act in 1864, stated that enforcement in Georgia 
was impossible. 13 

7 

It is hard to arrive at an objective appraisal of the manner in which 
President Davis performed the duties of his difficult office. His opponents 
were vigorous in attacking him and in questioning his fitness for the post. 
T. Pi. P,. Cobb called him the "embodiment and concentration of cowardly 
littleness,” garnished over “with pharisaical hypocrisy”; James L. Alcorn 
agreed that the President was a “miserable, stupid, one-eyed, dyspeptic, 
arrogant tyrant”; 1 Linton Stephens, brother of the Vice-President of the 
Confederacy, termed Davis “a little, conceited, hypocritical, snivelling, 
canting, malicious, ambitious, dogged knave and fool.” 2 Seeing his "coun- 
try dying from the incompetency of its presumptuous chief,” Congressman 
William W. Boyce lamented, “It looks to me like we were going under the 
Jeff Davis lead very fast over the precipice. His intermeddling with die 
armies is usually disastrous, and he has no diplomacy. I don’t see how we 
can come out widiout ruin if the matter is left entirely to Davis. . . 3 

Some of the complaints against Davis appear to have been justified. 
For a man who had made an enviable record as secretary of w r ar in the 
Pierce administration, he was an astonishingly bad administrator. He spent 
far too much time on details, on "little trash which ought to be dispatched 
by clerks in the adjutant general’s office.” 4 As Secretary Mallory thought, 
he “neither labored with method or celerity himself, nor permitted others 
to do so for him.” Conducting a revolutionary enterprise as though it were 


11 Candler, II, 305-306. For Brown’s later activities, looking toward a separate 
peace for Georgia, see below, pp. 521-522. 

15 McM aster, Lincoln's Administration, 474—475. 

15 Owsley, State Rights in the Confederacy, 190— 191. 

1 Coulter, Confederate States, 374—375. 

- James Z. Rabun, "Alexander II. Stephens and Jefferson Davis,” Am. Hist. 
Rev., LVIII, 307 (Jan., 1953). 

3 Rosser H. Taylor, cd., "Eoycc-Hammond Correspondence," J.S.H., III, 354 
(Aug., 1937). 

4 \oungcr, cd., Inside the Confederate Government, 100. 
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a leisurely Southern debating society, Davis insisted upon holding pro- 
longed cabinet meetings, but, as Mallory lamented, "from his uncon- 
trollable tendency to digression, — to slide away from the chief points to 
episodical questions, the amount of business accomplished bore but little 
relation to the time consumed; and unfrequently (sic] a Cabinet meeting 
would exhaust four or five hours without determining anything; while the 
desk of every chief of a Department was covered w ith papers demanding 
his attention.” * 

Another of Davis's weaknesses was his attempt to combine civilian 
and military leadership of the Confederacy in his own person. He would 
have preferred a military command to his political position, and he never 
got over thinking that if he and Lee could jointly lead the armies they 
would sweep to victory. Whenever there was a battle impending near 
Richmond, he rushed to the front. Davis’s "belief in himself as a compe- 
tent field commander,” Frank E. Vandiver writes, “inevitably complicated 
his administrative duties as President. Had he been able to be one or the 
other, things might have been different. The Constitution helped trap him 
by making him commander in chief of the army and navy. A strict consti- 
tutionalist, he found it difficult to yield any constitutional prerogau've. The 
President was entrusted with military leadership, and he must exercise it. 
From his point of view, of course, it was fortunate that he had had pro- 
fessional soldierly training. In reality it was an inestimable curse." • 

An equally serious defect was Davis’s insensitivity to public opinion. 
Though he could be warm and even humorous in private conversation, his 
public manner was "chillingly, freezingly cold." T As Bell I. Wiley has said, 
“Davis neither rcalired the importance of cultivating good will nor was he 
willing to pay the price of being a popular leader." • Sure of his Own recti- 
tude and of the justice of his cause, he “scorned to believe it necessary to 
coax men to do their duty in the then condition of their country.” » 

Connected with this insensitivity was Davis’s loyalty to his friends even 
after they had lost the confidence of the public at large. When Judah P. 
Benjamin, as acting secretary of war, came under severe congressional 
criticism after the loss of Forts Henry and Donelson in the West and 
Roanoke Island on the east coast, Davis, instead of sacrificing the secretary, 
promoted him to be secretary of state. “Thus,” writes Itembert W. Patrick, 
“be salved his own conscience and made amends for the injustice done 
his friend and trusted adviser.” 1 * Similarly, Davis clung to unpopular 
commanders bke Bragg and Pemberton, even after defeat had cost them 

5 Joseph T. Durkin, Stephen R. Mallory, Confederate Navy Chief, 17 6. 

* Vandiver, Rebel Bran, 16-27. 

» Durkin, 179. 
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At the North an unwieldy democracy lumbered into war in a state o£ 
unpreparedness, met the crisis with half-way measures, left much to the 
states and local agencies, planned first for a “three-months’ war,” lost itself 
in intrigue and in legalistic discussions as to what the war was about, strug- 
gled with divisions at home while facing serious menace in its foreign en- 
tanglements, and gradually proceeded to more and more drastic measures 
and more vindictive legislation as the conflict raged on. Finding defects 
in its rather inefficient government, it was compelled often to tinker with 
the machine, though it seldom attempted drastic alterations in govern- 
mental structure. Swept by gales of hysteria and war frenzy, it was raised 
to heights of exaltation by the courage of heroic sacrifice and invigorated 
by newly tapped sources of energy and organization; yet it was also 
shamed by the shocking degradation of wartime aggrandizement and per- 
sonal greed. As the war progressed it changed its character, so that all hope 
of restoring the status quo ante was doomed to disappointment. The simple 
patterns of Jeffersonian and Lincolnian democracy had been submerged 
in an irrevocable past. 

In planning for a three-months’ war, Lincoln acted in the absence of 
Congress. Though the war began in April, Congress was not assembled 
until July. For this unsatisfactory situation there was a variety of causes. 
Cooperation between the legislative and executive branches, conspicuous 
in a parliamentary government such as England’s, has seldom been a dis- 
tinguishing feature of the American system. Lincoln was new to the duties 
of high office and seemed reluctant to incur the embarrassment of a con- 
gressional session. It was felt that time was needed for the maturing of 
opinion at the North before the solons should assemble. Furthermore, a 
peculiar situation existed in Kentucky, where a special election was to be 
held for members of the Thirty-Seventh Congress; and Lincoln was glad 
to allow time for a full canvass in his native state, then wavering between 
North and South, 
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The interval of eighty days between the beginning of the war and 
the assembling of Congress gave the President a virtual monopoly of emer- 
gency powers. On April 15, in language reminiscent of Washington's at 
the time of the Whisky Insurrection, Lincoln declared on "insurrection” 
to exist, announced that Federal laws were being opposed in seven states 
“bv combinations too powerful to be suppressed by the ordinary course of 
judicial proceedings, or by the powers vested in the marshals by the law,” 
and summoned the militia of the states to the number of 75,000 to "sup- 
press said combinations." By this proceeding the Civil War began without 
a declaration. This was natural enough, since the South considered seces- 
sion a peaceable act, while according to the Union point of view such se- 
cession was null and required a defensive attitude on the part of the gov- 
ernment with a readiness to strike in retaliation for any act of resistance 
to the national authority. This drifting policy, accompanied by conditions 
in the social mind which can only be described as pathological, had led to 
the Sumter crisis; and war was upon the country, with each side stoutly 
protesting that its actions were purely defensive and that the opponent was 
the aggressor. 

Lincoln took many other war measures. He issued two proclamations 
of blockade: the first one, dated April 19, t 86 i , applied to South Caro- 
lina, Georgia, Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas; the 
second, April 27, applied to Virginia and North Carolina. It was these 
proclamations of blockade which were taken by the Supreme Court as 
marking the legal beginning of the war.’ He decreed the expansion of the 
regular army on his own authority. Whereas the call of April 1 5 was a 
summoning of militia, which the President has the right to call out for 
the suppression of insurrection, a further call of May 3 was for recruits 
to the regular army beyond the total then authorized by law. Increasing 
the regular army is a congressional function. "I never met any one," said 
John Sherman, “wbo claimed that the President could, by a proclamation, 
increase the regular army.” 1 The stir of patriotic activity, however, left no 
time for deliberation as to legal authority; and Lincoln did not wait till 
the constitutionality oF his action could be settled. "These measures," he 
said in his message of July 4, i86r, "whether strictly legal or not, were 
ventured upon, under what appeared to be a popular demand, and a pub- 
lic necessity; misting . . . that Congress would readdy ratify them." It 
was in this spirit that he gave large powers unofficially to citizens of his 
own choosing who were to make arrangements for transporting troops and 
supplies and otherw ise promoting the public defense. Doubting the loyalty 
of certain persons in government departments, he directed the secretary of 
the treasury to advance $2,000,000 of public money without security to 
John A. Dix, George Opd)ke, and Richard Bbtchford of New York, to 

> P.indi)l, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 4 9-Jo. 
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pay the expenses of "military and naval measures necessary for the defence 
and support of the government.” 3 Yet the Constitution provides that “No 
Money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in Consequence of Appro- 
priations made by Law.” Lincoln himself admitted the irregularity of this 
proceeding, saying he was not aware that a dollar of the public funds "thus 
confided without authority of law to unofficial persons” was lost or wasted. 
In Lincoln’s mind the honesty of his act and the emergency which occa- 
sioned it excused its illegality. He issued his first suspension of the habeas 
corpus privilege at this time, 4 thereby assuming a vast extent of presiden- 
tial power. In a word, the whole machinery of war was set in motion by the 
President, with all that this meant in terms of Federal effort, departmental 
activity, state action, and private enterprise. 

The Thirty-Seventh Congress met by presidential call July 4, 1861. 
Certain members appeared from Virginia and Tennessee; otherwise the 
states of the Confederacy were unrepresented. In the House of Representa- 
tives there were few names that rose above mediocrity. Thaddeus Stevens 
of Pennsylvania, unlovely but masterful, soon became one of the leading 
personalities of the lower house, guiding it toward harsh and vengeful 
measures. Others among the Republicans in the House were Owen Love- 
joy of Illinois, brother of the abolitionist martyr; G. W. Julian and Schuyler 
Colfax of Indiana; F. P. Blair, Jr., of Missouri, befriended by Lincoln; 
E. G. Spaulding of New York, adept in financial matters; Ashley of Ohio, 
a vindictive of the Stevens brand; Bingham of Ohio; and, from Pennsyl- 
vania, W. D. Kelley and John Covode. Among the Democrats were such 
men as Richardson, McClernand, and John A. Logan of Illinois, the last 
soon to become a conspicuous general and a radical Republican; Voorhees 
of Indiana; Pendleton, Vallandigham, and S. S. Cox of Ohio; and Erastus 
Corning of New York. Tire greater portion, however, of the lower house 
consisted of men who followed the leaders and made little contribution to 
the development of policy. 

The party distribution in the House followed sectional and geographic 
lines. The Republican party predominated in the New England, New York, 
and Pennsylvania delegations. The Democratic party showed some strength 
among the Illinois, Ohio, and Indiana delegations without controlling 
them; while the Democrats and old-line Whigs or "Americans” controlled 
the border states of Kentucky, Maryland, and Missouri. Among the mod- 
erates of the border states none was more notable than the venerable 
John J. Crittenden, whose service in the Senate ‘began the day that Madi- 
son left the Presidency, and ended the day of Lincoln’s inauguration,” 6 
and who now carried into the lower house the pacific ideals of the Clay 
tradition and the Bell-Everett party. 

In the Senate there was much the same party and sectional division. 

* Lincoln, Collected Works, V, 242. 

* To be treated later. See chap. 16. 

5 Blaine, Twenty Years, I, 330. (This service was not continuous.) 
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Most of the "free-state" senators (all except five from New Jersey, Indiana, 
Oregen, and California) were Republicans, with the New England group 
distinctly in the lead. The most important committee chairmanships were 
held by New Englanders; and the formulation of vital legislation was 
largely in their hands.* 

Seward, Cameron, and Chase had left the Senate for the cabinet; of 
those who remained, Charles Sumner was the most prominent. In this 
eloquent son of Massachusetts one finds a blending of New England quali- 
ties in which the loveliest attributes were not always uppermost. In his 
own region Sumner gained sympathy from the Brooks attack and from his 
antislavery convictions. Emerson, borrowing a phrase from Bishop Burnet, 
called him "the whitest soul I ever knew," ' and in 1874 L. Q. C. Lamar 
of Mississippi praised him in a memorable eulogy; * but to many of his 
colleagues the man seemed egotistical, pedantic, and artificial. To South- 
erners his Puritan zeal appeared sinister and insincere; in their eyes his 
antislavery sentiments seemed to carry more venom against the slaveholder 
than humanitarian interest in the Negro. Somewhat resembling Sumner 
in their radicalism were such men as Benjamin F. Wade of Ohio and 
Zachariah Chandler of Michigan. Lyman Trumbull of Illinois, a Republi- 
can of Democratic antecedents, was more often in alliance with the Radi- 
cals than the moderate nature of his mind would seem to suggest. William 
Pitt Fessenden of Maine was one of the ablest men of the Senate, especially 
prominent in financial legislation. Jacob Collamer of Vermont presented a 
fine example of a moderate, reasonable, and high-minded Republican. His 
venerable dignity and conservative counsel offered a pleasing contrast to 
the excitement and excess which so often characterized the debates. Cowan 
of Pennsylvania, Henderson of Missouri, Grimes of Iowa, and Browning 
of Illinois are to be linked with Collamer in the group of moderate-minded 
Republicans. Doolittle of Wisconsin was prominent among moderate sena- 
tors and was conspicuous for his clear thinking and sound counsel. 

The Democrats, so recently the dominant party, were not without able 
representatives in the Senate. John C. Breckinridge appeared in the upper 
house as a Democrat from Kentucky. It has been previously noted that he 
had favored the Union during his campaign for the presidency in i860 
and that in the winter crisis of 1860—61 he labored not for secession but 
for a compromise that would avert it. Now, however, “his loyalties, his 

• Sumner of Massachusetts was chairman of the Senate committee on foreign 
relations; his colleague, Henry Wilson, headed the committee on military affairs; 
the naval committee was headed by J. P. Hale of New Hampshire; the finance 
committee, concerned with both revenue and expenditure, was under the chairman- 
ship of W. P- Fessenden of Maine. The committees on postal affairs, pensions, 
claims, patents, public buildings, printing, and contingent expenses were also 
headed by New England senators. L. M. Morrill of Maine was the only New Eng- 
land senator without a chairmanship. Blaine, Ttventy Years , I, 313—324. 

• Emerson, Miscellanies (.Complete ITerfa, XI), 251. 

• Cong. Record, 43 Cong., 1 sesi, 3410-3411 (Apr. 27, 1874). 
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prejudices, and perhaps his ambition pulled him in diverse directions,’ 
and his trumpet gave forth an uncertain note. "... I infinitely prefer 
to see a peaceful separation of these States,” he admitted, "than to see end- 
less, aimless, devastating war, at the end of which I see the grave of public 
liberty and of personal freedom.” 0 One of the dramatic incidents of the 
summer session of 1861 was a tilt between Breckinridge and E. D. Baker 
of Oregon, close friend of Lincoln, who appeared on the Senate floor 
in the full uniform of a colonel of the Union army and took Breckinridge 
vigorously to task for his aid and comfort to the enemy. Being pro-Con- 
federate in his post-Sumter attitude, Breckinridge found himself in oppo- 
sition to the prevailing policy of his own state, whose legislature requested 
him and his colleague, L. W. Powell, to resign their seats. Without the 
formality of such a resignation Breckinridge entered the Confederate mili- 
tary service; and the Senate (December 4, 1861) expelled him from its 
membership. 8 * 10 The full duty of a loyal Southerner in 1861 is often indi- 
cated by the expression "going with his state.” Certainly in the case of 
Breckinridge a different interpretation of duty was adopted. 

In contrast to Breckinridge, there sat in the Senate a vigorous South- 
erner who had opposed secession — Andrew Johnson of Tennessee. He had 
displayed both physical and moral courage in his opposition to the whole 
Confederate movement; he stoutly championed the homestead bill and 
similar help for the farmer, and, though self-made, was powerful in debate 
and altogether an admirable representative of the antislavery and non- 
aristocratic whites of the South. Few Americans have held as consistently 
to principle in public life as this man. While in the Senate, he enjoyed 
the friendship of men who in later years were to become fierce opponents. 

The border-state senators, chiefly Democrats with here and there an 
"American” or old-line Whig, were of a conservative and moderate turn. 
Bayard and Saulsbury of Delaware, Pearce and Hicks of Maryland, and 
Garrett Davis of Kentucky were able and reasonable men. Theirs, however, 
was the ability of dissent; their voices were raised in opposition to the pre- 
vailing trend. 

In a well-worded message of July 4, Lincoln reviewed the Sumter 
crisis, recounted the emergency measures he had taken, argued the justi- 
fication of the war on the Union side, and appealed for ratification of his 
irregular acts, taken in absence of congressional authority. 

This [said the President] is essentially a People’s contest. On the side of 
the Union, it is a struggle for maintaining in the world, that form ... of 
government, whose leading object is, to elevate the condition of men — to lift 


8 Frank H. Heck, “John C. Breckinridge in the Crisis of i860— 1861," 

/. S. II., XXI, 346, 341 (Aug., 1955). 

10 On July ir, 1861, the Senate had voted to expel various other senators 
from the seceded states. 
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artificial weights from all shoulders — to clear the paths of laudable pursuit 
for all — to afford all, an unfettered start, and a fair chance, in the race of life. 
Yielding to partial, and temporary departures, from necessity, this is the lead- 
ing object of the government for whose existence w e contend. 


Our popular government has often been called an experiment. Two points 
in it, our people have already settled — the successful establishing, and the suc- 
cessful administering of it. One still remains — its successful maintenance 
against a formidable [internal] attempt to o\ er throw it. It is now for them to 
demonstrate to the world, that those who can fairly carry an election, can also 
suppress a rebellion — that ballots are the rightful, and peaceful, successors of 
bullets; and that when ballots have fairly, and constitutionally, decided, there 
can be no successful appeal, t»ck to bullets. . . . Such will be a great lesson 
of peace; teaching men that what they cannot tale by an election, neither can 
they take it by a war — teaching all, the folly of being the beginners of a war. 

Commenting on the world significance of the existing struggle, Lin- 
coln declared: 

And this issue embraces more than the fate of these United States. It pre- 
sents to the whole family of man, the question, whether a constitutional re- 
public, or a democracy — a government of the people, by the same people — 
can . . . maintain its territorial integrity, against its own domestic foes. It 
presents the questions, whether discontented individuals . . . can . , . 
break up their Government, and thus practically put an end to free government 
upon the earth. It forces us to ask: "Is there, in all republics, this inherent, and 
fatal weakness?" “Must a government, of necessity, be too strong for the lib- 
erties of its own people, or too weak to maintain its own existence?" 11 

So viewing the issue, Lincoln felt that no choice was left but to call 
out the war power of the government; and so to resist force employed for 
its destruction, by force for its preservation. Heeding the Presidents re- 
quest that his emergency acts be regularized. Congress responded with the 
following resolution : 

... be it .. . enacted. That all the acts, proclamations, and orders of 
the President . . . [after March 4, 1861] respecting the army and navy of 
the United States, and calling out . . . the militia or volunteers from the 
States, are hereby approved and in all respects legalized and made valid . . . 
as if they had been issued and done under the previous express authority and 
direction of the Congress of the United States. 1 * 

In. addition, tn this, approval o£ the. President's acts, the special session, 
of July— August, 1861, was chiefly occupied with emergency war measures. 

It passed a law (July 1 3D recognizing that an “insurrection” existed, this 

** Lincoln, Collected Works, IV, 438— 439, 426. 
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being the nearest approach to a congressional declaration of war. 13 The 
effect of the disaster of Bull Run was instantly reflected in its proceedings. 
On the day after the battle, taking counsel of its fears as to border-state 
sentiment and its anxiety to win proslavery support for the Union, the 
House of Representatives passed (July 22, 1861) the "Crittenden resolu- 
tion,” which declared: 

That the present deplorable civil war has been forced upon the country 
by the disunionists of the southern States, now in arms against the constitu- 
tional Government . . . ; that in this national emergency, Congress, banish- 
ing all feelings of mere passion or resentment, will recollect only its duty to 
the whole country; that this war is not waged on their part in any spirit of 
oppression, or for any purpose of conquest or subjugation, or ... of over- 
throwing or interfering with the rights or established institutions of those States, 
but to defend and maintain the supremacy of the Constitution, and to preserve 
the Union with all the dignity, equality, and rights of the several States unim- 
paired; and that as soon as these objects are accomplished the war ought to 
cease. 14 

If this resolution meant anything, C. Vann Woodward remarks, it 
meant that, "so far as both President and Congress were able to formulate 
war aims, this was a war of narrowly limited objectives and no revolution- 
ary purpose. It was to be a war against secession, a war to maintain the 
Union — that, and nothing more.” 15 But this solemn declaration, though 
probably reflecting the prevailing sentiment of the nation at the time, 
marked but a passing phase in the development of legislative policy. 
Though in July the resolution passed the House with only two dissenting 
votes (121 to 2), yet in early December, by a vote of 71 to 65, 10 the 
House refused to reaffirm it. 

Of more solid significance than the Crittenden resolution was another 
bit of legislation which passed Congress the day following the Bull Run 
debacle. It was an act authorizing the enlistment of volunteers to the num- 
ber of 500,000 for a period of not more than three years nor less than six 
months. Overnight the Congress had altered its conception of the struggle 
from a three-months’ war to a three-years’ war. Then a few days later 
(July 25, 1861) the question of the length of service was more satisfac- 
torily solved by a supplementary act providing that volunteers be mustered 
in to serve "during the war.” 

15 Ibid., XII, 255. 

14 Cong, Globe, 37 Cong., 1 sess., 222—223. (A similar resolution also passed 
the Senate )uly 25. Ibid., 265.) 

11 Woodward, Equality: America's Deferred Commitment," Am. Scholar, 
XXVII (Winter, 1958), 460. 

11 Dec. 4, 1861. Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 2 sess., 15. 
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The attention of the war Congress, however, was not limited to actual 
legislation. The manner in which it extended its investigational functions, 
as well a$ its quasi-judicial activities and its interference in executive mat- 
ters, is illustrated by the organization known as the "committee on the 
conduct of the war.” As an example of the meddling of politicians in mili- 
tary affairs, the committee has been criticized, but such criticism ignores 
the f act that in a democratic society civilians must exercise control over 
the military, even during times of war. 

Pressure for the creation of this investigatory committee came from a 
group of "Radicals" ("Jacobins,” as their enemies called them), who were 
angered during the autumn of 1861 by McClellan's failure to use his 
army of 190,000 to “push back the defiant traitors.” They visited McClel- 
lan’s camp, remonstrated with him, and voiced their complaints to Lin- 
coln. Their feelings were further aroused by the disaster at Ball's Bluff, a 
minor engagement which occurred on October 21, 1861, when at a point 
on the Potomac some distance above Washington a portion of General 
Charles P. Stone's division, under the command of Col. E. D. Baker, was 
repulsed by a superior Confederate force and sacrificed in a seemingly 
needless slaughter. The Union casualties (49 killed, 158 wounded, 714 
captured or missing) mark it as a small engagement; but the proximity 
to Washington, the reliance placed in Stone’s division for the defense of 
the capital, the inevitable comparison of Balls Bluff with Bull Run, and 
especially the death of E. D. Baker, a close friend of Lincoln who had 
been recently a member of the Senate, caused the Radicals to demand 
closer congressional oversight of the war effort. 

On the convening of Congress (December 2, z86i) the House of Rep- 
resentatives unanimously passed a resolution introduced by Conkling of 
New York requesting the secretary of war to report on the Ball's Bluff 
disaster. Further resolutions calling for sundry investigations by Congress 
were presented, until finally a resolution was adopted by both houses 
creating a committee “to inquire into the conduct of the present war.” The 
committee consisted of three senators appointed by the Vice-President 
(B. F. Wade of Ohio, Zachariah Chandler of Michigan, and Andrew 
Johnson of Tennessee) and four representatives appointed by the Speaker 
of the House (D. W. Gooch of Massachusetts, G. W- Julian of Indiana, 
John Covode of Pennsylvania, and Moses F. Odell of New York). 1 

Much of the work of the committee was unexceptionable. Its members 
performed a useful service in the investigation of scandals in connection 
with such diverse matters as "light-draught monitors, ice contracts, heavy 

* There were later changes. Andrew Johnson was succeeded by J. A. Wright 
of Indiana, then by B. F. Harding of Oregon, and by C. R. Buckalew of Pennsyl- 
vania; Covode of the House membership was succeeded by B. F. Loan of Missouri. 
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ordnance, employment of disloyal persons in government 'work, hospitals 
and the treatment of the wounded, and illicit trade with the Confederates.’ 
The committee, declares W. W. Pierson, "brought speed and efficiency 
into the conduct of the war; . . . they ferreted out abuses and put their 
fingers down heavily upon governmental inefficiency; and . . . they la- 
bored, for a time at least, to preserve a balance and effect a co-operation 
between the legislative and executive departments.” 

But all too often there was a distinctly partisan tinge to the com- 
mittee’s work. Not only did its members resent the importance given to 
Democratic generals; they labored to promote one flank of the Republican 
party, and that the flank opposed to Lincoln and his administration. The 
committee traveled extensively, summoned numerous witnesses, filled huge 
volumes with its hearings and reports, investigated Union disasters, and 
"considered themselves ... a sort of Aulic Council clothed with au- 
thority to supervise the plans of commanders in the field, to make military 
suggestions, and to dictate military appointments.” 2 

Illustrative of the worst features of the committee’s work was its in- 
vestigation of the alleged responsibility of General Stone for the Union de- 
feat at Ball’s Bluff. Stone had a fine military record. Coming of an excellent 
Massachusetts family, he had been trained at West Point, had served in 
the Mexican War, and had been a resident of California. He was in Wash- 
ington when the trouble with the South showed signs of developing into 
war; and at the request of General Scott he was given the important com- 
mission of raising, organizing, and commanding the troops (militia and 
volunteers of the Federal district) upon whom the defense of the national 
capital first rested. His sendees were so well performed that he was later 
promoted to the rank of brigadier general and given command of a division 
under McClellan. The Ball’s Bluff affair was chiefly due to the rashness of 
Colonel Baker, who had exceeded instructions; but a living scapegoat was 
demanded, and the Jacobins pounced upon Stone, who had become the 
target of a multitude of malicious rumors. In a manner which showed 
how wretchedly it used its quasi-judicial power, the committee on the 
conduct of the war conducted an ex -parte investigation of Stone’s conduct 
and listened solemnly to amazing tales of his alleged disloyalty, his trea- 
sonable correspondence with the enemy, and his supposed interviews 
with Confederate officers. Wade, as T. Harry Williams points out, "con- 
ducted the inquiry in a manner that showed he had prejudged the case.” 3 
The evidence was kept secret; Stone was not permitted to know the 
charges against him nor the names of the witnesses; and the whole atmos- 
phere of the proceedings indicated that the legislative investigators had 
already determined the case against the unfortunate general. The com- 

' W. W. Pierson, Jr., “The Committee on the Conduct of the Civil War,” Am. 
Hist. Rrr., XXIII, 574-576, 566. 

* Williams, ''Investigation: 1862," Am. Heritage, VI, 19 (Dec., 1954). 
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mlttee’s "trial” or inquiry never reached any conclusion, and Stone's per- 
sistent demand for a proper military court of inquiry was refused; but on 
the strength of unsupported rumor and false testimony he was placed 
under arrest (February 8, 1862) by order of Secretary Stanton through 
General McClellan and was imprisoned without trial, first at Fort La- 
fayette, then at Fort Hamilton, for 189 days. Such imprisonment was con- 
trary to the existing Articles of War, under which an officer, when ar- 
rested, was entitled to a prompt trial and a copy of the charges against 
him. Not until February of 1863 did the committee present Stone with 
a copy of its charges. The flimsiness of their evidence then appeared; and 
Stone answered each accusation with such convincing frankness that they 
were never again revived except by way of whisper and gossip. Stone was 
restored to command, which amounted to a governmental confession of 
the wrong perpetrated upon him. The defamation of character, however, 
could not be undone; petty persecution continued to plague him; and at 
last, finding his usefulness to the army destroyed, he resigned (Septem- 
ber r 3, 1864). Later he became chief of staff to the Khedive of Egypt. 

For this episode the committee on the conduct of the war was chiefly 
to blame. Responsibility also falls upon Secretary Stanton, who gave the 
order for the arrest, evidently prejudged the case, delayed Stone’s release, 
and ungraciously refused to acknowledge his error. The injury to this offi- 
cer's reputation stands as an example of the intolerance of the congressional 
Radicals of the Wade stamp and an illustration of the injustice of placing 
inquisitorial powers in the hands of a legislative committee whose mere 
inquiry may produce the most serious damage to a man’s name, but whose 
proceedings lack the fairness, impartiality, and publicity of a proper trial 
such as would be conducted by a judicial or even a military tribunal. 4 

3 

From another angle the manner in which Congress approached its war- 
time task may be seen in connection with the Federal confiscation acts. In 
the summer session of 1 86 1 Congress passed a half-way measure of confis- 
cation (August 6, 1861) which provided for the seizure of all property 
used for "insurrectionary purposes.” Only such property as was used "in 
aid of the rebellion” was seizable under this act. In the speeches of the 
Radicals who urged confiscation, the severity of the war mind found com- 
plete expression. The Radical slant was illustrated by the outburst of Thad- 
deus Stevens. said he, "their whole country [i.e., the South] must be 

* The thoroughness of the committee's work is shown by the fact that it "in- 
vestigated'’ the administration of all the generals in command of the Army of the 
Potomac except Grant. Not only Bull Run and Ball’s Bluff were subjected to 
inquiry; hut also Fredericksburg, Chanceltorsville, Gettysburg, and the battle of 
the crater at Petersburg. In addition, testimony was taken on many campaigns 
other than those on the main eastern front. 



laid waste, and made a desert, in order to save this Union from destruc- 
tion, so let it be. I would rather, sir, reduce them to a condition where 
their whole country is to be repeopled by a band of freemen than to see 
diem perpetrate the destruction of this people through our agency.” 1 

In the long session of the Thirty-Seventh Congress the Radicals suc- 
ceeded in passing a far more sweeping measure known as the "second con- 
fiscation act,” one of the most drastic laws ever enacted by the American 
Congress. The law covered three main subjects: the punishment of treason, 
the confiscation of property, and the emancipation of slaves . 2 Persons con- 
victed of treason against the United States were to be punished by death 
or fine and imprisonment; those concerned in "rebellion or insurrection” 
were to be subjected to fine, imprisonment, and the liberation of slaves. 
As to confiscation, the main provision was immediate forfeiture to the 
United States of all the property of officers of the Confederate government 
without warning and a similar forfeiture after sixty days’ warning in the 
case of all other persons who supported the "rebellion.” 

It was "enemies’ property” that was made seizable in the second confis- 
cation act; and the harsh rule was adopted that all persons residing in the 
eleven "insurrectionary” states were enemies during the Civil War, a rule 
which was even extended to include foreigners and those who were in fact 
loyal to the Union flag . 3 4 It was held after the war that neither pardon nor 
universal amnesty could restore property rights when proceedings under the 
second confiscation act had been completed .' 1 Thus the guilty thing during 
the war was mere residence in an "insurrectionary state.” Yet the United 
States Supreme Court in another line of decisions held that insurrection 
and war do not loosen the bonds of society, and that ordinary acts of the 
individual Southern states were valid and binding. The Confederate States 
were held to be a government maintaining such actual supremacy during 
the war in the South that obedience to its authority, in civil and local mat- 
ters, was both a necessity and a duty . 5 In seeking to understand the various 
interpretations of what the government at Washington required of the 
Southern people it might perhaps be said that they were expected to with- 
hold support from their own governments insofar as such governments 
were acting against the United States, while giving support in "ordinary” 
civil matters. Such qualified support of any government, however, is diffi- 
cult to defend in theory, while in practice it was utterly impossible . 6 

1 Cons. Gio he, 37 Cong., i sess., 415. 

1 lor the relation of the act to emancipation, see below, pp. 372-373. 

3 House Report ,\’o. 262, 43 Cong., 1 sess., pp. 6 ff. 

4 Scmmcs vs. U. S., 91 U. S. 21, 25. 

° Thorington vs. Smith, 75 U. S. 1. 

6 On this subject of legal theories and judicial pronouncements on the highly 
involved question of "rebel” status, see Randall, Constitutional Problems Under 
Lincoln, 48-117, 275 ff., 307 ff., 362. 
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In rain did such moderates as Browning of Illinois, Garrett Davis of 
Kentucky, Collamer of Vermont, and Henderson of Missouri urge that the 
drastic confiscation program was designed to ruin millions of unoffending 
Civilians. Of no avail were the arguments that it was unjustifiable as a 
belligerent measure, that it was forbidden by the Constitution, that it 
amounted to a bill of attainder, that it would bear heavily upon men who 
really supported the Union. The final bill, after complicated parliamentary 
maneuvers, passed by decisive majorities in both chambers. 

The moderate nature of Lincoln’s mind as well as his tendency to 
defer to the influence of the Radicals is illustrated by his intended veto of 
this second confiscation bill. In an able veto message the President re- 
marked that "the severest justice may not always be the best policy.” He 
pointed out that the bill unconstitutionally declared forfeitures "beyond 
the lives of the guilty parties” and that, by proceedings in rem, it "forfeited 
property . . , without a conviction of the supposed criminal or a per- 
sonal hearing ... in any proceeding.” By a peculiar rigmarole Congress 
rushed through an "explanatory joint resolution” to the effect that the law 
was not to work forfeiture beyond the life of the accused; and, though this 
met only part of his objections, the signature of Lincoln was obtained on a 
measure of which he fundamentally disapproved. 7 

After contemplating the lavish outpouring of oratory upon this bill 
during the period of its incubation in Congress and the extravagant pre- 
dictions as to financing the war by means of forfeiture and sale of Southern 
property, one Jearns with surprise of the very meager enforcement of the 
act. Condemnation of property took place by proceedings in United States 
courts; only such "rebel" property as was subject to attachment by reason 
of location within the jurisdiction of some Federal court — i.e.. Souther n- 
owned property within Northern judicial reach — was legally confiscable. 
Actually, proceedings depended largely upon the attorney general, who 
made no serious effort to enforce the act, and as a result a relatively small 
amount of property was seized. In the end no useful object in the prose- 
cution of the war was achieved by this attempt to appropriate the private 
property of unoffending citizens. The whole experience pertaining to con- 
fiscation was such as to condemn the policy of promoting war by harsh 
punith e measures for the coercion of individuals. 

In the matter of tariff legislation the lawmakers began in rS6i a trend 
in the direction of government-aided industrialism which was in marked 
contrast to the tendency of preceding decades. Under pressure from New 
England manufacturers the United States Congress in the 1820’s had em- 
braced the "American system” of protection; and a considerable portion 

’ Strangely enough, though Lincoln's intended veto of the second confiscation 
bill was thus avoided and the measure was signed by him, he transmitted his veto 
message, and it became a matter of legislative record. Journal, House of Repre- 
sentatives, July *7. 1 86a, p. 1125. 
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of the American public had come to adopt a capitalistic creed which af- 
firmed that it rested with the Federal government to control the course of 
economic development, that prosperity for the manufacturer worked a kind 
of magic which tended to produce prosperity all down the line, and that 
protection was a species of cure-all for economic ills. In the course of time 
this "protection” was to be curiously identified with the principle of rugged 
American individualism: the regulation of business enterprise was viewed 
as the fostering of individual initiative and self-reliance. For a number of 
years prior to 1833, the protective principle had been dominant. Duties 
of about 25 per cent ad valorem had been levied in the Dallas tariff of 
1816 to continue in peace time the monopolistic advantage which indus- 
trialists had enjoyed because of the cutting off of foreign trade before and 
during the War of 1812. Various duties had been increased in the tariff 
of 1824 which Webster opposed in a "lucid and magnificent speech.” 8 
A curious counterplay of sectional antagonism and political timidity 
on the eve of a presidential election produced in 1828 the "tariff of abomi- 
nations” which further raised protective duties to a point where South- 
erners became desperate. By favoring the tariff of 1828, Daniel Webster, 
who had now struck his stride as the spokesman of New England, com- 
pletely reversed his antiprotectionist position of 1824. Speaking for 
Southern agriculturists, McDuffie of South Carolina urged that the manu- 
facturing states protect their own industrialists by taxes and bounties in- 
stead of begging Congress for a relief which imposed a serious burden 
upon the South. The revolt of South Carolina against the tariff of 1828 
and the resulting "nullification controversy” produced a sort of bargain 
(the tariff compromise of 1833) sponsored by Clay and supported by 
Calhoun, by which through successive yearly reductions a tariff for reve- 
nue was gradually to be established. Thus by 1846 the country had be- 
come accustomed to moderate duties; and in that year was passed the 
Walker tariff, 0 a measure designed with a view to abandoning the principle 
of protection altogether. In 1857 the tariff was still further lowered owing 
to the ascendency of free-traders and the abundance of Federal revenue 
from existing duties. Except for the iron manufacturers, most Northern 
businessmen were reasonably content with the new rates; Southerners, of 
course, were happy with them. 

The year 1861 marked a new orientation in the tariff. While a ma- 
jority of Northern manufacturers were "indifferent or actually hostile to 
any further changes in the tariff,” 10 the iron interests, hard hit by the 
panic of 1857, eagerly demanded protection. Their pleas gained plausi- 

* Quoted in J. B. McMaster, Daniel Webster, 121. 

0 Originated by R. J. Walker, an advocate of free trade, who was secretary of 
the treasury under President Polk. 

10 Richard Hofstadter, "The Tariff Issue on the Eve of the Civil War,” Am. 
Hist. Rev., XL 1 V, 55 (Oct., 1938). 
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bflity from the fact that mounting deficits called for increase in the Fed- 
eral revenue. Learning to make political capital out of the old principle of 
protection which was part of their Whig inheritance, the Republicans 
adopted a platform promising duties which would "encourage the devel- 
opment of the industrial interests of the whole country.’’ Their tactics were 
highly successful; “Republican and Democratic campaign managers agreed 
that the tariff issue enabled Lincoln to carry pivotal Pennsylvania.” 11 

Under these circumstances there was passed in the closing days of the 
Buchanan administration (February 20, 1861) the Morrill tariff. Intro- 
duced by /usttn S. Morrill of Vermont and favored by the Republicans, 
this measure could hardly have been enacted but for tbe withdrawal of 
the Southern members. It was thus a Republican measure, though passed 
before the accession of Lincoln. The protection it afforded was moderate. 
Indeed the law was framed largely with reference to increasing Federal 
revenue; it was not distasteful to low-tariff advocates; and it was de- 
scribed as a return to 1846, with such changes as were necessitated by a 
shift from ad valorem to specific duties. Even so the Morrill tariff pro- 
vided an appreciable increase over the low duties of 1857. 

Then came the war; and Congress, as part of the complex of war 
finance, was induced to change the tariff again and again, actuated first 
by the need for additional revenue, and later by the quite different prin- 
ciple of “compensatory’’ duties— i e., high tariff rates to protect American 
manufacturers from foreign competition during the period when they were 
subjected to heavy internal taxes. The tariff act of August 5, 1861, with 
its levies upon coffee, tea, sugar, spices, india rubber, and other articles 
necessarily imported, was distinctly revenue-producing. The act of July 14, 
1862, increased the rates on articles of non-American production, gave 
protective increases in the case of many articles which could be produced 
at home, and greatly reduced the free list. Compensatory protection be- 
cause of w artime taxation was the chief feature of the tariff act of June 30, 
1864. In the words of Edward Stanwood, manufacturers "found their op- 
portunity in the necessity of the government"; they “had only to declare 
what rate of duty they deemed essential, and that rate was accorded to 
them.” 11 The nature of this tariff may be partly judged by the fact that 
unmanufactured tobacco was taxed at 35 cents a pound, beer at 35 cents 
a gallon, and brandy at $2.50 a gallon. The war ended with some duties 
as high as 100 per cent and with the general average at about 47 per cent, 
considerably more than double the average as of 1857. 

11 Sajjrhaxd U. Tvshier. "Abcahae t Uacoio asd the Xftr-vS;” -YJJ.Y, Szz 
(July. 1944). 

11 E. Stanwood, American Tariff Controversies in the Nineteenth Century, II, 
149-tio. 
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4 

Despite the war, the development of the Far West, so notable in the 
1850’s, moved fonvard with liberal encouragement on the part of the 
Federal government. Railroad schemes were pushed; Indians were pro- 
gressively "eliminated” as obstacles to settlement; bountiful help was given 
to the homesteader. Expansionist movements of the forties and fifties, the 
Mexican War, and the discovery of gold and silver in California and Colo- 
rado, together with the manifest-destiny psychology of the American peo- 
ple, had produced much talk of a far western railway that would some day 
link the East with the Pacific coast. Schemes for a transcontinental railway 
by a Southern route had been among the favorite projects of the Pierce ad- 
ministration. Under his presidency the strip known as the “Gadsden pur- 
chase” had been obtained by treaty from Mexico (1853), a handy bargain 
for Uncle Sam, as a result of which Santa Anna (President of Mexico) be- 
came so unpopular that his resignation and exile soon followed. 1 Pierce’s 
secretary of war, Jefferson Davis, had vigorously promoted the project by 
an elaborate government survey and a voluminous report. Owing to sec- 
tional rivalry, however, no definite steps had been taken; for there was 
not only the competition of North and South to obstruct progress, but also 
the clamoring of particular cities — e.g., New Orleans, St. Louis, Memphis, 
Chicago — for selection as the eastern terminus. As noted above, 2 promo- 
tion of transcontinental railroads was one of Douglas’s motives in introduc- 
ing the Kansas-Nebraska act; and during the Buchanan administration the 
transcontinental railway plan had remained dormant. After the withdrawal 
of Southern members from Congress, however, the Republicans, com- 
mitted to the policy of a transcontinental railway, were in a position to 
proceed by the Northern route. The plan finally adopted was to create a 
Federal corporation, the Union Pacific Railroad Company, charged with 
building a line westward from Omaha, then only a village; while at the 
same time a California railroad, the Central Pacific, was to push its line 
eastward till the tracks united. The purpose of this grand scheme was to 
"form a continuous line of railroad from the Missouri River to the navi- 
gable waters of the Sacramento . . . , and thereby to unite the railroad 
system of tire Eastern States with that of California, strengthen the bonds 
of union between the Atlantic and Pacific coasts, develop the immense re- 
sources of the great central portion of the North American continent, and 
create a new route for commerce from the Atlantic and Europe to the 
Pacific and Asia.” * Federal statutes were passed (July x, 1 862, and July 2, 

1 It is sometimes stated that Santa Anna was banished as a traitor; but H. I. 
Priestley (Mcx. Nation, 321— 322) speaks of his resignation and voluntary exile, 
mentioning the Gadsden purchase as the cause of bitter feeling against him. 

' See pp. 94-95. 

• House Report No. 78, 42 Cong., 3 sess., pt. i, p. 1. 
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1864) by which governmental largess on a vast scale was extended to this 
railway enterprise. Right of way was guaranteed; Indian titles were extin- 
guished by the government; intruding Indians were driven off by military 
force; the power of eminent domain was exercised; millions of acres of 
public land were donated; 4 and the corporation was further made the 
beneficiary of millions in Federal bonds. As a subsidy to private enterprise 
the project (when linked with the parasitic Credit MobiUer") offered roseate 
opportunities to "promoters.” Though framed as a great program to pro- 
mote the public interest, the scheme, progressing little during the war, fell 
into corrupt hands and became one of the scandals of the postwar age. 

5 

A factor of unique importance in westward development was the home- 
stead law. Through the decades the Federal government had become in- 
creasingly generous in the disposal of the public domain by sales to home- 
makers at low rates, while it had also, with less justification, permitted the 
private exploitation of its vast stores of timber and mineral wealth. The 
plan to "give every poor man a home” had seized the imagination of the 
pioneers, whether from older settlements in the United States or from 
Europe; and the Republicans had attracted many votes by the "homestead 
plank” in their platform of i860. The importance of this factor in the 
West may be judged from an article in a Nebraska paper in September, 
i860. Under the heading "Let It Be Remembered” the writer protested 
that neither the Douglas nor the Breckinridge party platform said "one 
word” about a homestead bill, and that the Douglas convention, while 
ignoring this vital subject, had passed a resolution favoring the acquisition 
of Cuba, thus "saying to the . . . farmer on the Western frontiers, 'we 
care nothing about you or your rights, all we desire is to extend the area 
of slave Territory.* ” 1 

In 1860 a homestead bill had been passed; but it met the veto of 
President Buchanan, who doubted the power of Congress to give lands 
to individuals and who objected to the law as a discrimination against sol- 
diers and old settlers whose property would be depressed in value, and 
against mechanics as compared to farmers. On May 20, 1862, however, 
the homestead act became law. A quarter section of unoccupied land was 
to be given to homesteaders on payment of nominal fees after five years of 
actual residence. During the year ending June, 1864, lands to the amount 

« By the act of July 1, 1 862, 6400 acres of public land were donated for each 
mile of road, amounting to fifteen and a half million acres. The law of July 2, 
2864, doubled these donations. Report, Sec. of the Interior, Nov., 1862, Home 
Exec. Doc. No. 1, vol. II, 37 Cong., 3 sess., p. 5°; C. S. Suit, et Large, XII, 492; 
ibid., xni, 358. 

1 Nebraska City People's Press, Sept. 20, i860. 
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of 1,261,000 acres 2 were taken under the operation of the act; and suc- 
ceeding decades witnessed brisk activity in the settlement of the West by 
the homestead system. It is a system whose effect upon American social and 
economic life is still imperfectly understood. There are widespread miscon- 
ceptions in this field of American development, one of the most persistent 
being tire erroneous notion that by 1890 the West was pretty well filled up, 
the free land about gone, and the frontier at an end. As a matter of fact 
much more land has been deeded since 1890 than before. Also many off- 
hand assertions as to the effect of western land-taking upon the labor sur- 
plus are now discredited. The thoughtless assumption that free western 
land sustained wages and kept laboring conditions healthy by making it pos- 
sible for laborers everywhere to turn quickly to agriculture is without 
foundation. The fact that vast numbers of laborers had neither the under- 
standing nor equipment for a sudden shift to agriculture must not be over- 
looked. The readiness of large numbers to make such a shift existed chiefly 
in the realm of theoretical economics. 

Another wartime measure of permanent importance was the act of 
1862 for the establishment of "agricultural and mechanical colleges” in 
the states through the aid of Federal land grants. The act embodying this 
scheme for the advancement of higher education was called the Morrill 
land-grant act after Justin S. Morrill of Vermont, who fostered the move- 
ment in Congress, though the bill finally passed was introduced by Senator 
Wade of Ohio. Back of the work of Morrill, however, were years of earnest 
agitation by an almost forgotten man, Jonathan B. Turner, professor in Il- 
linois College, Jacksonville. Turner was the leading spirit in a series of 
farmers’ conventions in Illinois whose original purpose was to apply the 
"seminary fund” of the state, accumulated through the sale of public lands, 
to the establishment of a general state industrial university instead of hav- 
ing it dissipated among various existing private institutions. There was 
formed for this purpose the “Industrial League of Illinois,” and Turner as 
its leader issued in 1853 a pamphlet on "Industrial Universities for the 
People” in which he projected an ambitious plan for the state university, 
a plan which today reads as a worthy forecast of western state universities 
in general. In 1852 the league had memorialized Congress for a grant of 
land to each commonwealth to endow “a system of Industrial Universities, 
one in each state”; the legislature of Illinois voted on February 8, 1853, to 
recommend such action to Congress; and thus the "Illinois idea,” cham- 
pioned editorially by Greeley of the Tribune, attracted comment through- 
out the country. 

Three features of the Turner plan deserve special attention, for with- 
out them the appeal for Federal aid could hardly have succeeded at this 


= Report, Sec. of the Interior, 1864, p. 4. 
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spoke as if they had not read the bills they were discussing, and the authors 
of the bills often devoted their speeches to the correction of their colleagues’ 
misconceptions. 

Yet here and there one finds an enlightened note. The act for the Pa- 
cific railroad was described as "striking proof of the unconquerable deter- 
mination of the nation and an unfaltering faith in its ability to preserve its 
territorial integrity.” "Had it been deemed possible that our country could 
fall a prey to rebellion [said the secretary of the interior], and its dissevered 
parts become subjected to . . . separate and alien governments, the con- 
struction of such a work would never have been undertaken and its execu- 
tion would have been impracticable.” 3 While the spirit of war was showing 
many of its worst aspects in the national capital, yet in a republic threat- 
ened by disruption and ruin the lawmakers thought and planned in terms 
of an enduring nation. 

8 Report of the Secretary of the Interior, 1865, House Ex. Doc. No. 1, 39 
Cong., 1 sess., p. xii. 



CHAPTER 1 6 


The Government and the Citizen 


The reaction of the Lincoln administration to the war emergency pro- 
duced many unusual situations. Governmental norms were abandoned. 
War powers overbore the rule of law, and extralegal procedures were in- 
stituted. Well-known distinctions of government were obscured. The line 
was blurred between state and federal functions, be tv een executive, legis- 
lative, and judicial authority, and between civil and military spheres. 
Probably no President, not even Wilson nor Franklin Roosevelt, carried the 
presidential power, independently of Congress, as far as did Lincoln. As al- 
ready suggested, he began his administration by taking to himself the vir- 
tual declaration of the existence of a state of war, for his proclamation of 
insurrection (April 15, 1861) started the war regime as truly as if a dec- 
laration of war had been passed by Congress. 

In issuing this proclamation Lincoln committed the government to a 
definite theory of the nature of the war. While this subject has too many 
facets and too much technicality to be developed here, it may he noted that 
in strict theory the Union government declined to regard the struggle as 
analogous to a regular war between independent nations. The Confederacy 
was never officially and formally recognized; it was deemed a pretender, an 
unsuccessful rival, and a usurper. Instead of the struggle being regarded 
as a clash between governments, the Southern effort was denounced as an 
insurrection conducted by combinations of individuals against their con- 
stituted authorities. While war is not legally a coercion of individuals (be- 
ing rather the exercise of force between organized belligerent communi- 
ties), the United States technically held the Southerners guilty of rebelling 
against the government to whicb, from the Union standpoint, they owed 
allegiance. In contrast to this, the Southern view was analogous to that of 
the Americans in the Revolution. They maintained that the Confederacy 
was an independent nation, conducting war under a high-minded, respon- 
sible government, and entitled to the respect due to a people fighting off 
an invader. Jt might have been supposed that the gigantic proportions of 
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the conflict would change the Northern theory, but not so; for long after 
the guns at Sumter had united the South in solid array, the Lincoln admin- 
istration and the statesmen at Washington still spoke of the Southern 
movement as an "insurrection,” a “rebellion,” or a “private combination of 
persons.” 1 

Care was taken by the Lincoln administration to avoid meeting the 
commissioners appointed by the Confederate President, in conformity with 
a resolution of die Confederate Congress, to deal diplomatically with the 
United States as a foreign power. These commissioners were not received 
in person by the secretary of state; they were not even considered as repre- 
sentatives of a de facto government. Relations with England were strained 
because of an unreasonable resentment against the Queen’s proclamation 
of neutrality; for in Washington the view prevailed that the existing strug- 
gle was purely a domestic affair and should be so treated by foreign pow- 
ers. So also later in die war when negotiations for peace widi the Confed- 
eracy were proposed: there was no recognition of the Confederacy as a 
continuing government widi which the United States could negotiate. A 
careful study of the details of the war will reveal many another example 
of the fact that the Lincoln administration, which did not think of itself 
as merely die agent of the North, was giving no official or formal recogni- 
tion to that of die South. All governments are sensitive on this matter of 
status and sovereignty. To have recognized the Confederacy would have 
been to admit the consummation of disunion, whereas the fundamental 
principle of the Lincoln administration was diat the Union could not be 
broken by such efforts as those making at the South, no matter how tre- 
mendous they were. 

It must not, however, be supposed that the government under Lincoln 
consistently developed all the implications and consequences of the insur- 
rectionary theory. So long as it did not have to make concessions formally 
in the matter of governmental status, it was willing to yield in matters 
touching the practical modification of the insurrectionary principle to pre- 
vent die unjustifiable punishment of individuals. Confederate soldiers 
when captured were treated as prisoners of war; crews of Confederate pri- 
vateers were treated as naval prisoners, not as pirates ; 2 Southern citizens 
supporting the war were not punished for treason; and the conflict in gen- 
eral, though with some exceptions, was conducted in accordance with die 
jus belli. 

Unless this distinction between legal theory and governmental practice 
is remembered, the war will be misunderstood. Though those engaged in 
die so-called “rebellion” were technically traitors, by a governmental theory 
similar to that which made George Washington treasonable in the eyes of 
die British government, yet belligerent rights were "conceded” to the Con- 

' Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 63-73. 

1 See pp. 448-449. 
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federate armed forces. For legitimate acts of war Confederate officers and 
soldiers were relieved of individual civil responsibility. In legislative halls 
and in the Northern press there was vociferous tall of punishing "red- 
handed” and "black-hearted” traitors; but this was the frenzied exaggera- 
tion of the war mind. As a working rule the gov ernment followed the line 
indicated by Representative Samuel S. Blair of Pennsylvania, who said in 
debate; "(WJhat are our relations to these rebellious people? They are at 
war with us, having an organized government . . ■ and an organized 
army . . ., and I hold that ... we arc compelled to act, in most re- 
spects, towards them as if they were a foreign government of a thousand 
years’ existence, between whom and us hostilities have broken out.” 1 

It remained for the Supreme Court to give an orthodox pronouncement 
Concerning the legal entanglements involved in this matter of Southern 
status. Its decisions were fitted into a convenient pattern that may be called 
the double-status theory— 1 c., that the United States "sustained [toward the 
enemy] the double character of a belligerent and a sovereign, and had the 
rights of both." * So far as consummated policy was concerned the traitor- 
status principle was of slight importance. Gov ernment action was never so 
severe as the utterings of Radical statesmen. Southerners engaged in the 
war were in general treated as belligerents — as under a recognized gov- 
ernment conducting an organized war. That there was inconsistency in the 
variance of theory and practice is of the essence of the subject. One cannot 
understand the war at all if he constantly looks for consistency. 

2 

Lincoln’s view of his own war powers was most expansive. He believed 
that in time of war constitutional restraints did not fully apply, but that 
so far as they did apply they restrained the Congress more than the Presi- 
dent. Assuming to his presidential office a sort of monopoly of emergency 
powers, he planned to cure the defect, if such it vv as, by appealing to Con- 
gress for ratification of executive measures so far as, in his opinion, they 
trenched upon the legislative sphere. In making this appeal, however, he 
presented Congress with a fait accompli; by the time Congress had the op- 
portunity to act the measures had been irrevocably taken. Thus not only 
was Lincoln so interpreting the "war powers” as to place most of them with 
the President rather than Congress, but even with regard to the powers 
which he conceded to be legislative (such as the enlarg ; ng of the army and 
the appropriation of money) he anticipated Congress by acting in the prem- 
ises and then asking for retroactive legislative authorization. 

Such procedure raised the whole question of the "legality” of the war 
in its beginning. In the Prize Cases (decided in 1863) the Supreme Court 
was confronted with the contention that the war measures taken between 

* Cong. Globe, 37 Cong , 2 sess., 2299. 

* MiU«r vs, U. S., 78 U. S. 306—307, 
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April 15, 1861, the date of Lincoln’s proclamation of insurrection, and 
July 13, 1861, when Congress passed an act recognizing the existence 
of the insurrection, were illegal and void. The point at issue had to do with 
certain ships captured for violation of the blockade proclamations of 
April 19 and April 27. It was argued that the President had no right to 
issue such proclamations in the absence of a congressional declaration of 
war, that he had acted beyond his powers, that war did not legally exist 
when the captures were made, and that the vessels were not legally forfeit. 
While the case was pending R. H. Dana, Jr., wrote: "In all States but ours 
... the function of the Judiciary is to interpret the acts of the Govern- 
ment. In ours, it is to decide their legality. . . . Contemplate ... a Su- 
preme Court, deciding that this blockade is illegal! ... It would end 
the war, and how it would leave us with neutral powers, it is fearful to 
contemplate!” 1 

In a live-to-four decision the Court held that domestic war may begin 
without a declaration, that the President was bound to meet the war as 
he found it without waiting for Congress to "baptize it with a name,” and 
that the presidential proclamations of blockade were valid. 2 Four dissenting 
justices, however, including the Chief Justice, held that the President’s 
power of suppressing an insurrection is not tantamout to the power of initi- 
ating a legal state of war and that civil war does not validly begin with an 
executive proclamation. This was heavy and powerful dissent. Indeed, con- 
sidering both the duty of the Court to sustain tire government and the well- 
known tradition that the Court does not enter upon the settlement of a po- 
litical question, the even balance and exceedingly narrow majority might 
seem almost a defeat or rebuke to the Lincoln administration. The "fearful” 
situation, to use Dana’s term, that would have resulted if one of the five 
had voted differently, together with the fact that one of those who sustained 
Lincoln was of the Deep South (Wayne) and might have been expected to 
vote otherwise, may well serve as a text for dramatic comment. It would 
be an error to overdramatizc, however, because there was no likelihood 
that even the dissenters could have held that the war as of 1 863 was illegal. 
The point on which the Court divided was the legality of the war measures 
between April and July, 1861. The whole Court agreed that from July 13, 
1861, when Congress acted, 2 a legal state of war existed and the President 
was invested with belligerent powers appropriate to the executive. 

1 Quoted in Charles Warren, Sup. Court in U. S. Hist, (two-vol. ed.), II, 

382. 

2 The Prize Cases, 67 U. S. 635. The majority opinion was sustained by Jus- 
^* ccs Swaync of Ohio, Miller of Iowa, Davis of Illinois, Wayne of Georgia, and 
Grier of Penns} ls’ania. Those who dissented sverc Chief Justice Taney of Maryland 
and Justices Nelson of New York, Catron of Tennessee, and Clifford of Maine. It is 
of interest to note that five of the justices had been bom before 1800, Taney as 
early as 1777. 

* The act of July t3, 1861, "for the Collection of Duties . . . , and for 
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Though in many respects Lincoln was a leader of men, such a descrip- 
tion hardly fits the case when one is speaking of his relations with Con- 
gress. In July of 1861 he asked for legislative "ratification” of his acts; but 
such was not his usual practice. More commonly he went his way in what 
he conceived to be the executive sphere, assuming large powers to himself, 
justifying his actions by a liberal interpretation of presidential authority 
rather than seeking legislation to put powers into the Presidents hand.' 
One can point to very few legislative measures under Lincoln which were 
initiated by the President and put through by the exertion of his influence. 
His chief effort to bring about a reform by legislative act — his scheme for 
emancipation by the states with Federal compensation — resulted in mere 
paper approval by Congress; it was never carried to the point of application. 
On the other hand. Congress passed several measures, such as the West 
Virginia bill and the second confiscation act, of which Lincoln disapproved, 
but which he nevertheless signed. Under Lincoln there was nothing analo- 
gous to Wilson's quick assumption of leadership in the summoning of Con- 
gress in special session at the beginning of his administration. Lincoln, in 
fact, seemed to prefer a legislative recess; he regarded Congress often as an 
embarrassment. Finding himself opposed in House and Senate by a power- 
ful element (the "Jacobins” or Radicals) within his own party, he yielded 
to them where necessary, sinking his own preferences in so doing and us- 
ing his well-tempered tact to prevent them from taking authority too much 
out of his hands. Meanwhile far-reaching acts of executive authority were 
performed in disregard of the legislative branch. 

3 

In the treatment of "disloyal” practices the government under Lincoln 
carried its authority far bejond the normal restraints of civil justice. To 
put the subject in its legal setting one must remember that in Anglo-Saxon 
jurisprudence there is the fundamental conception of the "rule of law” — 
the concept that government itself is under the law, that it must not be 
arbitrary, and that its agents are punishable or liable to damages if they 
wrongfully invade private rights. Against this concept there is the doctrine 


other Purposes” (sec. 5) gave authority to the President to declare a state of in- 
surrection under certain conditions. V. S. Slat, at Large, XII, 255-258. Justice 
Nelson remarked in his dissenung opinion (67 U. S. 696) that this act "recognized 

* As an illustration, one may note how Lincoln, disregarding the constitutional 
provision that Congests should “aisle Saks foe the Coreraatent sad Regulation 
of the land and naval Farces," authorized General Halleclr, who was ably assisted 
by Professor Francis Lieber, to draw up and issue “General Orders No. 100: In- 
structions for the Government of the Annies of the United States in the Field." 
Frank Freidel, “General Orders 100 and Military Government,” M. V. H. R., XXXII, 
541-556 (Mar., *946). 



THE DIVIDED UNION 


298 

of "military necessity" with its maxim “necessity knows no law.” Those 
who assume that the whole subject of governmental restraint in time 
of war can be dismissed by repeating such maxims are unaware of much of 
the nation’s legal history. A government at war, according to a long line of 
American precedent and interpretation, must restrain itself in various 
ways. It must not overstep international law; it must not violate treaties; 
it must keep within what are called the “laws of war”; it must not ignore 
certain rights of enemy citizens when conducting a regime of military oc- 
cupation; it must not destroy civil rights among its own people. 

American interpretation does not readily run to the justification of 
military dictatorship or summary procedure. Martial law has no recognized 
niche in die constitutional framework of the United States; it does not 
come within die constitutional power of Congress to make rules to govern 
the armies, just as in England grave disturbances (e.g., the Gordon riots of 
1780, the Chartist disturbances of 1839 and 1848, and the Fenian out- 
break in 1867) have been suppressed without martial law, so in the United 
States civil justice has usually proved sufficient to cope with insurrection- 
ary violence and disloyalty. In the Whisky Rebellion Washington's gov- 
ernment avoided instituting a military regime, and those prosecuted were 
dealt widi in the regular civil courts. This precedent was followed in the 
case of the Burr conspiracy. Though General Andrew Jackson showed an 
opposite tendency during the War of 1812, seeking to overpower judges by 
military force, his action was judicially condemned and he was fined for 
his aggression. Certain of the states, especially in labor disputes, have re- 
sorted to martial law, but such resort by the Federal government has been 
most rare. At the time of the Civil War there was a decided preponderance 
of precedent in the opposite direction. 1 

That so mild a President as Abraham Lincoln, a man thoroughly im- 
bued with Anglo-Saxon principles of civil liberty, should have used meth- 
ods that smacked of despotism may seem strange; but such alleged despot- 
ism became a familiar topic of denunciation among his opponents. To 
comment intelligently upon the matter one must study the nature of prac- 
tices in the North which were called “disloyal” and note how thoroughly 
they were entangled with political activities and partisan agitation. One 
of the angles of the problem is to be seen in connection with Democratic 
attempts, associated with such names as Vallandigham and Voorhees, to de- 
feat the Republican party. Before the war there were groups of progressive 
Democrats who looked to a future of reform and enlightened development 
under the regis of liberal Democracy. These men were strong in the states 
of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois; they were friendly to tire South; and they 
bitterly regretted the war, which they blamed upon Republican politicians. 
Their regret was compounded of distress at the thought of a brothers’ war, 


1 it an dal 1, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, especially 140 ff. 
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disappointment at the postponement of peaceful development, and displeas- 
ure at the party in power; it was powerfully reinforced by agrarian disgrun- 
tlcment over the Lastcrn industrialists* apparent domination of the nation s 
economic policies.* In Indiana Lincoln's opponents obtained control of the 
legislature, so that Governor Morton had to find unofficial means of ob- 
taining funds. In Illinois die “Copperheads* (to use the contemporary term 
of reproach for those Democrats who were outspoken in their opposition to 
the Lincoln administration) controlled the legislature of 1863. Though 
they denounced secession and supported the Union they so embarrassed 
Governor Yates by their agitation for an armistice that the Governor pro- 
rogued the body. 

The fact that these anti-Hepubhcan groups formed secret organizations, 
with all the mjstery and dark rumor that accompany such orders, led to 
misapprehension as to their essentia! purposes. While Republicans were 
forming their Union Leagues, some of the Democrats in certain localities, 
especially in Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, established an organization known 
as the "Knights of llie Golden Circle,* then as the "Order of American 
Knights,* and later as ’Sons of Liberty." With die mummery and passwords 
that charactcrUe secret orders, they held their lines together and carried 
on their activities with supposed secrecy; though as a matter of fact both 
the Tcdcral and state governments had spies or detectives who reported 
their activities. It Is dear now that the main purpose of the “Knights" was 
to promote the success of the Democratic party, and careful historians do 
not accept the view that dies were a dangerous organiration of a thoroughly 
treasonable nature. As to the situation in Indiana, it has been said that 
Governor Morton was “more afraid that his Democratic opponent, Jo- 
seph L. McDonald, would defeat him for Governor in the October election 
of 1864 than dial the Sons of Liberty would rise and depose him from 
power.* * 

As it is made to appear from the report of the judge advocate general, 
these secret societies, which were said to comprise hundreds of thousands 
of members, were in communication widi the enemy, seeking to promote 
Union defeat, and endeavoring to overthrow the government at Washing- 
ton. Such things as aiding desertion, discouraging enlistment, resisting ar- 
rests, destro)ing enrollment lists, and circulating disloyal literature were 
among the charges against them. More serious accusations referred to such 
matters as recruiting for the enemy, distributing arms and ammunition so 
that “rebel" raids jn the North might be assisted from the rear, plotting the 
release of Confederate prisoners, and planning the detachment of a “North- 
west Confederacy" which by dividing the North was to promote Confed- 
erate success. Though some of the bolder schemes of the Knights seemed 

* Frank Klement, “Middle Western Copperheadism and the Genesis of the 
Cranger Movement, 1 ' M. V. If. R., XXXVII, 679-694 (Mar., 1 95*), 

a Rhodes, Hist, of II. S., V, 319-3x0. 
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to slant toward treason, their leaders (such as Vallandigham) vigorously 
combated disloyal activity, and the main interest of the order was in party 
agitation against Republican rule and in mass meetings to urge peace (with 
union) by negotiation. In addition to these Southern sympathizers there 
were also agents of the Confederacy at various places in the North who 
were suspected, or in some cases caught in the act, of committing outrages 
upon Unionists, stealing military supplies, destroying bridges, engaging in 
bushwhacking, mapping fortifications, carrying treasonable correspond- 
ence, intimidating voters, or otherwise assisting the enemy. 

For the controlling of such activities Lincoln concluded that the laws 
were insufficient and the courts inadequate. Congress passed the conspira- 
cies act of July 31, 1861, and the treason act (known also as the second 
confiscation act) of July 17, 1862; but neither of these laws proved effec- 
tive for the punishment of antiwar activities in the North. The conspira- 
cies act decreed fine and imprisonment for those who conspired to “over- 
throw the government” or oppose governmental authority. The treason act 
softened the penalty for treason from death, as it stood in existing law, to 
an alternative of death or imprisonment and fine. Judicial activity in the 
enforcement of the treason and conspiracies acts in the North was slight. 1 
Zealous grand juries brought indictments, but the typical procedure was to 
keep them on the docket from term to term, the offenders meanwhile be- 
ing free on recognizance; and after a time the indictments were dropped. 
Attorney General Bates had no interest in such prosecutions. He resented 
the use of the courts for this type of business. 

Courts do not automatically enforce the law: the extent of punish- 
ment depends rather upon the executive. If the government’s prosecutors — 
the district attorneys acting under the President through the attorney gen- 
eral — are lukewarm in promoting prosecutions, convictions will be few; 
and such a lukewarm attitude was decidedly manifest under Lincoln. The 
administration knew not only that conviction in such a technical judicial 
proceeding as treason would be difficult to obtain, but that such a verdict, 
by rendering the victim a martyr, might be more embarrassing than ac- 
quittal. 

Instead of enforcing statutes and conducting prosecutions in the 
courts, Lincoln followed a course which has led to widespread discussion 
and criticism: he suspended the habeas corpus privilege and resorted to 
summary arrest by executive authority assumed in disregard of both Con- 
gress and the judiciary 7 . In the early part of the war such suspension was 
restricted to definite localities specified in presidential proclamations, be- 
ginning with that of April 27, 1861, covering the line from Washington to 

4 It is a striking fact that not until 1947 was a life forfeited or a sentence 
of fine and imprisonment ever carried out in any judicial prosecution under the 
Federal laws for treason against the United States. Randall, Lincoln the Liberal 
Statesman, 126-127, 234-235. 
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Philadelphia. In 1861 Secretary Seward had charge of these arrests, which 
were conducted on a scale that seems astonishing when one recalls that 
he was in charge of foreign affairs and that his official acts frequently in- 
faded the domain of other departments and even of the President. Seward 
had his secret sendee organization, with confidential agents placed at stra- 
tegic points to obtain the arrest of suspected persons. Passports were de- 
manded of persons entering or leaving the country and those considered 
dangerous were intercepted. Prisoners were not told why they were seized. 
As to many of them Seward’s department “never made up its case.” J 

In February of 1862 two important steps were taken. A sweeping or- 
der provided for the wholesale release of political prisoners, and the con- 
trol of arrests was transferred from the state to the war department. A spe- 
cial commission, consisting of Judge Edwards Pierrepont and John A. Dix, 
was appointed to operate under the secretary of Avar for the examination of 
individual cases. On recommendation of this commission many releases 
were effected in February, 1862, and succeeding months. 

On September 24, 1862, despite previous action seeking to prevent 
arbitrary arrests from getting out of hand, Lincoln issued a general proc- 
lamation providing that during the existing "insurrection” all persons dis- 
couraging enlistment, resisting the draft, or guilty of any disloyal practice, 
were subject to martial law and liable to trial by courts-martial or military 
commissions. Touching such persons the suspension of the habeas corpus 
privilege was authorized. The number of these arrests, involving the with- 
holding of normal constitutional guarantees, mounted into the thousands. 
The estimate of Alexander Johnston that they ran up to 38,000 • seems an 
exaggerated guess; but over 13,000 cases are listed in the records of the 
Federal commissary general of prisoners, and to this number one must add 
those arrested under the navy and state departments and confined in peni- 
tentiaries or in prisons maintained by the several states . 1 

4 

A famous controversy resulted from the arbitrary arrests. One Merry- 
man, officer of a secessionist drill company, was arrested in Maryland, 1 
taken into military custody by order of General Cadwalader, commander 
of the department, and confined in Fort McHenry. A petition for a writ of 

* Frederic Bancroft, Life of IV. H. Seward, II, chap. xasdv. The above treat- 
ment is based on extensive research in the Official Records ([especially 2 str., II) 
and in the "domestic correspondence” of the department of state. 

• Alexander Johnston, in Cye. of Pol. Set. [etc.], ed. by J. J. Lalor, II, 432- 

434- 

1 Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 152. 

a The arrest occurred May 25, 1861, near Cocieysnlle, Maryland. Merryman 
was accused of being "an active secessionist sympathizer.” David M. Silver, Lin- 
coln's Supreme Court, 28 ff. 
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habeas corpus was presented to Chief Justice Taney. Hearing the petition 
in chambers while on circuit duty, Taney caused the writ to be served di- 
recting Cadwalader to produce Merryman in court so that the cause of his 
imprisonment might be judicially examined. Cadwalader’s instructions, 
however, were to hold persons whose offenses were such as Merryman s 
and to decline to produce prisoners where habeas corpus writs were issued. 
He showed no truculence toward the judiciary as did Jackson in the War 
of 1812, but in a respectful return to the writ stated the cause of Merry- 
man’s apprehension, cited the President’s suspension of the privilege of the 
writ, and declined to produce the prisoner. Taney then issued a writ of 
attachment for contempt against the general; but the marshal seeking to 
serve this writ was refused entrance to the fort and (to suppose an entirely 
hypothetical situation) would have encountered superior force had he at- 
tempted by a posse comitatus to compel the general’s obedience to the ju- 
dicial mandate. Having met resistance in pursuance of duty the Chief 
Justice prepared an opinion vigorously denying the President’s right to "sus- 
pend the writ,’’ put the proceedings on record in the circuit court, and 
caused a copy to be transmitted to the President, leaving to that "high offi- 
cial” the obligation of causing the “civil process of the United States to be 
. . . enforced.” The right to suspend, he declared, belonged only to 
Congress; tire President had no power to effect such suspension himself; 
and his action in this and thousands of similar cases was without legal 
warrant. Since the courts were holding sessions and conducting business, 
Taney maintained that any suspected treason should have been reported to 
the district attorney and dealt with by judicial process. Denouncing Lin- 
coln’s act as usurpation, lie put it up to him to maintain constitutional 
guarantees. 

Though the Merryman case had not reached the Supreme Court of the 
United States, 2 that tribunal was asked to pass judgment in one of the most 
prominent of the wartime cases involving the suspension of civil liberties — 
that of Clement L. Vallandigham, a Democratic politician of Ohio whose 
name became a slogan for thousands of Lincoln’s opponents. Indeed the 
whole movement for constitutional guarantees seemed to be focused in this 

2 The mistake is sometimes made of attributing the Merryman decision to the 
Supreme Court of the United States; but it was the opinion of one member of the 
court while on circuit duty (17 Fed. Cos. 14.;}. When rendered it was not re- 
garded as a settlement of the matter. Though Taney's opinion was issued in May, 
1861, there were various later apprehensions as to a possible decision by the 
Supreme Court on the President's suspending power. Attorney General Bates, writ- 
ing confidentially to Stanton, January 31, 1863, expressed such apprehension, and 
declared that a decision pronouncing the arbitrary arrests illegal would "do more 
to paralyze the Executive . . . than the worst defeat our armies have yet sus- 
tained. Stanton Papers (MSS., Libr. of Cong.), no. 52223. See also Welles, 
Diary, II, 242, 245-246. 
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cause cilibre. On May 1, 1863, Vallandigham made a political speech at 
Mount Vernon, Ohio, asserting that the war could easily have been con- 
cluded by negotiation or by the acceptance of Trench mediation, but that 
the administration was needlessly prolonging the bloodshed The war, he 
said, was not for the Union, but for the liberation of the blacks and the 
enslavement of the whites. Vallandigham was accused of violating "Gen- 
eral Order No. 38" issued h> General A. E. Burnside (April rg, r S63) 
while in command of the Department of the Ohio with headquarters at 
Cincinnati. This order announced that "the habit of declaring s>mpathies 
for the enemy (would] be no longer tolerated" and threatened that offend- 
ers would be punished by military procedure.* 

It was stated by S. S. Cox that Vallandigham had used no denuncia- 
tory epithets toward Burnside, that he did not advocate resistance to mili- 
tary orders nor attack conscription, but that he counseled resistance to the 
Lincoln administration by means of the ballot and free discussion. 4 Never- 
theless by Burnside’s order the orator was placed under military arrest, 
which of course enhanced his importance, was denied the habeas corpus 
privilege, and was tried by military commission. Though he refused to 
plead, denjing the jurisdiction of the military court, the judge advocate 
entered a plea of not guilty, and the trial proceeded with such safeguards 
for the accused as are customary in military commissions. The commission 
found Vallandigham guilty of declaring disloyal opinions with the object 
of weakening the government, and he was sentenced to close confinement 
during the war. Making full use of his dramatic opportunity for publicity, 
he issued from ‘‘a military bastile” at Cincinnati (May 5, 1863) a stirring 
appeal "To the Democracy of Ohio” in which he epitomized his attitude in 
the following words: “I am a Democrat — for the Constitution, for law, for 
the Union, for liberty — this is my only ‘enme.’ " 

The President was embarrassed. There were thousands of Vallan- 
dighams, and severe treatment would but help their cause. Lincoln himself 
wrote to Burnside: "All the cabinet regretted the necessity of arresting 
. , . Vallandigham, some perhaps, doubting, that there was a real neces- 
sity for it. . . .” * On the other hand the administration wished to guard 
against the effect of a hasty release that might be interpreted as weakness. 
Lincoln extricated himself from the dilemma by commuting Vallandigham’s 
sentence from imprisonment to banishment within the Confederate lines. 
From this point, by turning the pages of Vallandigham's voluminous biog- 
raphy written by his brother,* one reads of the exile's ride under military 
escort to the Confederate outposts; his “ proposition ” that he address Union 

* Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 176 B. 

4 J. L. Vallandigham, Life of Clement L. Vallandigham, 177®. 

■ Lincoln, Collected Works, Vt, *37. 

* J. I- Vallandigham, Life of Clement L. Vallandigham. 
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soldiers who would be moved by bis words to "tear Lincoln ... to 
pieces”; his nomination for the governorship of Ohio on the Democratic 
ticket; his escape from the South by running the blockade; his sojourn at 
Windsor, Canada, whence he issued addresses to the people denouncing 
the despots at Washington; and his determination to "recover the liberties 
of which he had been deprived, ... or perish in the attempt.” In Fal- 
staffian disguise, aided by a thick mustache and a pillow, he returned to 
the United States; then, throwing off the disguise, he took a conspicuous 
part in the political campaign of 1864. After this return from Elba his 
speeches were as violent as before, but Lincoln’s moderation and sense of 
humor allowed the man to go unmolested, though the terms of banish- 
ment involved reimprisonment in case of return. 

Meanwhile die Vallandigham case had been brought up to the Su- 
preme Court on a motion to review the sentence of the military commis- 
sion. In the argument of defense counsel it was urged that the prisoner 
had been tried on a charge unknown to the law; that the military commis- 
sion had exceeded its jurisdiction; and that the Supreme Court of the 
United States, as the only remedy for such excess of authority, had the 
power to review the proceedings. In an opinion taken bodily from the ar- 
gument of Judge Advocate General Joseph Holt, the Supreme Court re- 
fused (February, 1864) to review the case, declaring that its authority, 
derived from the Constitution and the judiciary act of 1789, did not ex- 
tend to the proceedings of a military commission. 7 

After the war, however, an opposite opinion was issued by the Supreme 
Court. 8 The case originated in the arrest at Indianapolis (October 5, 
1864) of L. P. Milligan, who with several associates was condemned by 
military commission and sentenced to be hanged. The accusation was con- 
spiracy to release “rebel” prisoners and to march into Kentucky and Mis- 
souri in cooperation with Confederate forces in an expedition directed 
against the United States. It was shown that the prisoners were members 
of the Order of American Knights, whose activities have been described 
above. The date of the hanging was fixed at May 19, 1865, but execution 
was postponed pending appeal to the United States Supreme Court. On 
April 3, 1866, there was issued from that tribunal an opinion written by 
Justice David Davis which has become famous as one of the bulwarks of 
American civil liberty. The Court decided that Milligan’s trial by military 
commission was illegal. "Martial law [it was held] cannot arise from a 
threatened invasion. The necessity must be actual and present; the inva- 
sion real, such as effectually closes the courts and deposes the civil admin- 
istration. . . . Martial rule can never exist where the courts are open, 
and in the proper and unobstructed exercise of their jurisdiction. It is 
. . . confined to the locality of actual war.” After this decision Milligan 

7 Ex parte Vallandigham. 68 U. S. 243. 

* Ex parte Milligan, 71 U. S. 2. 
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was released. Later he was successful in an action for damages against 
General Hovey, under whose order he had been arrested, though the dam- 
ages awarded were nominal.* 


5 

In line with his habit of treating the opposition with respect Lincoln 
defended his extralegal measures in his message to Congress of July 4, 
1861, as well as in certain carefully worded letters, especially the "Bir- 
chard letter” and the “Corning letter." His main defense was to argue the 
desperalcncss of the emergency, the force of the war power, and the inabil- 
ity of the courts to deal with organized rebellion. When a meeting of citi- 
zens protested against the arrest of an agitator, Lincoln referred to the death 
penalty for deserters and then asked: “Must I shoot a simple-minded sol- 
dier boy who deserts, while I must not touch a hair of a wiley [sic] agitator 
who induces him to desert?” Summary methods, Lincoln showed, were not 
for partisan advantage, not even for punishment, but for a precautionary 
purpose. In contrast to judicial prosecutions intended for quiet times as 
punishments for deeds committed, he urged that arrests in cases of "re- 
bellion” were made “not so much for what has been done, as for what 
probably would be done." The purpose, he explained, was “preventive," 
not "vindictive." 1 

On legal and constitutional points the President’s acts are defended in 
the official opinion of his attorney general, and in the writings of a distin- 
guished lawyer, Horace Binney, who justified the President's course in an 
elaborate pamphlet.* According to these arguments there was no violation 
of the Constitution, since that instrument permits suspension of the habeas 
corpus privilege when the public safety requires it during a rebellion, and 
does not specify what branch of the government is to exercise the suspend- 
ing power. From this point of view the case is not analogous to English 
law and procedure, where the purpose is to limit the King and where under 
the habeas corpus act of 1679 Parliament may suspend at any time regard- 
less of whether there is rebellion or not. It was urged that the case was not 
covered by constitutional construction according to context; for, though 
the habeas corpus clause appears in the legislative article, this was no 
evidence that the constitution makers meant such suspension to belong 
exclusively to Congress, inasmuch as the clause was debated in the 
constitutional convention in connection with the judiciary and was merely 
grouped with the legislative clauses as an afterthought by the committee 
on style. 

» 71 U. S. 1 271 Warren, Supreme Court Ctwo-vol. ed.), II, 4*7. For the 
relation o& the Milligan decision to the postwar situation, see below, pp. 643-644. 

1 Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 260-269, 300-306. 

* Summarized in Randal), Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, r2o-f 27. 
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This question of arbitrary arrests was far from clarified by the habeas 
corpus act of March 3, 1863, a measure which was tardily passed after 
much wrangling and which left the main issue — the President’s right to 
suspend precisely where it had been before. This law provided that 
"during the present rebellion, the President of the United States, when- 
ever, in his judgment, the public safety may require it, is authorized to 
suspend the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus in any case throughout 
the United States, or any part thereof.” 3 

Some thought this meant that Congress was not conferring upon the 
President the right to suspend, but merely recognizing that he had that 
right. Others thought that by giving the authority Congress was implying 
that the President did not possess it of his own power or prerogative. The 
intention of die act was to effect a compromise between camp and bench 
and to introduce a modus vivendi by which the authority of the courts 
would be respected without too seriously restricting the executive and mil- 
itary authorities. On the one side the President’s authority to suspend was 
recognized; on the other hand lists of political prisoners were to be sent to 
the Federal courts, and if grand juries found no indictments against them 
they were to be released. Whereas arrests and releases had previously been 
at the discretion of die executive, it was now intended that the further 
oldmg of prisoners should depend upon judicial procedure. If lists were 
not furmshed the law declared that a Federal judge might discharge the 
cornnfnT habe “ “T” 1 . 8 - The essential fact, however, is that the habeas 

LTof VlrtU3lly ,8 T Cd 3nd 0131 1113 arrest ’ confinement, and re- 
lease of prisoners continued as if it had not been passed. In the Vallan- 

nediMnMn / 11 °? rCd n ° remed >'' Executive authorities were 
gl gent m furnishing lists of prisoners to the courts, and the latter did 
not in fact control the situadon. 

A most sensational treatment of this subject of political prisoners in 

«Uctthe e A»™r/c fl «B “ u harrowin § detail > appears in a book 

an associadon o n b ’ Wntten by the officia % appointed historian of 
an association of prisoners of state.' A careful study, however reveals that 

comforts were not in general denied to prisoners that m 

correspondence and receive visitors and Sat 7 C3rry T 

z° l T—°' abasa ns Z2ST £ 

buries f n ' ra, r' mio, “ ° f ^ mS 

Tjr n ;tiri a i at t ariiy ra,eascd ' ^ i "- 

however, were usually short, and the ultimat^eST ° f COn ® ne ™ff t ' 

than if opponents of the administration had W3S much m,lder 

as - 

* U. S. Stat. at Large, XII, 755. 

' John A. Marshall, American Bastilc A r ii r »„ t , 

prisonments during the Late Civil War (Phila. 1869) ** IUcgal Arrests and hn- 
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all the steps completed, including trial, conviction, and execution. In the 
vast majority of cases there was no trial at all, the military commission be- 
ing as 3 matter of usual practice confined to the legitimate function of deal- 
ing with citizens in military areas charged with military crimes. Where, 
for instance, civilians in proximity to the Union army were engaged in 
sniping or bushwhacking, in bridge-burning or the destruction of railroad 
and telegraph lines, they were tried by military commission. This has oc- 
casioned little comment, though there were hundreds of instances. The 
prominence of the Vallandigham and Milligan cases should not obscure 
the fact that these prosecutions were exceptional. In other words, the mili- 
tary trial of citizens for nonmihtary offenses in peaceful areas was far 
from typical. So far as the period of the war was concerned, it was a rare 
use of the military commission that was denounced by the Supreme Court 
In the Milligan decision. That decision derises much of its importance from 
the postwar setting in which it was delivered. 

Lincoln's practice fell short of dictatorship as the word is understood in 
the twentieth century. He did not think of suppressing his legislature and 
ruling without it. He did not pack his Congress, nor eject the opposition. 
There was nothing in his administration comparable to a Napoleonic coup 
d’itat or a Cromwellian purging of Parliament. No party emblem was 
adopted as the flag of the country. No rule for the universal saluting of 
Lincoln was imposed. There was no Lincoln party constituting a super- 
state and visiting vengeance upon political opponents. Criminal violence 
was not employed sub rosa after the fashion of modern dictatorships. No 
undue advantage was taken of the emergency to force arbitrary rule upon 
the country or to promote personal ends. Lincoln half expected to be de- 
feated in 1864. The people were free to defeat him if they chose at the 
polls. The Constitution was indeed stretched, but it was not subverted. 

Freedom of speech and of the press were not extinguished under Lin- 
coln. Though Vallandigham was banished in 1863 for making a speech, 
he spoke frequently and with equal violence in 1864 without molestation. 
Being without restraint, his utterings were less effective. In this matter one 
must avoid the historical fault of generalizing from selected instances. 
There were, it is true, a number of newspaper suppressions or suspensions 
by officers acting under Lincoln. The Chicago Times , an anti-Lincoln 
sheet, was suspended by military order of General Burnside (June, 1863) 
because of “disloyal and incendiary sentiments," but Burnside's act was 
not promoted by the Lincoln administration. The order was promptly re- 
voked by the President, the paper being permitted to resume. In May, 

1 864, the New York World and the Journal of Commerce were suspended 
for publishing a bogus proclamation of the President calling for 400,000 
men and naming a day of public humiliation and prayer. The perpetration 
of this hoax was not so much a deliberate falsifying by the management of 
the papers (though their anti-administration bias was evident) as it was 
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a trick by one Howard to rig the stock market. 6 On the third day after the 
suspension the papers were allowed to resume. Various other newspapers, 
including the Louisville (Kentucky) Courier, the New Orleans Crescent, 
the South of Baltimore, the Baltimore Gazette, and the Philadelphia Eve- 
ning Journal, were suppressed or suspended. The larger fact, however, is 
that the government as a general rule refrained from control of news, both 
on the positive and on the negative sides. It did not pursue the policy of 
forcing the publication of “inspired” articles; nor did it maintain a censor- 
ship. Scores of newspapers throughout the country, including some that 
were very prominent, continually published abusive articles during the 
Lincoln administration without encountering the suppressing hand of gov- 
ernment. Lincoln s view as to the appropriate course to be taken toward 
newspapers was expressed as follows in a letter to General Schofield: 

. . . you will only arrest individuals, and suppress assemblies, or news- 
papers, when they may be working palpable injury to the Military in your 
charge; and, in no other case will you interfere with the expression of opin- 
ion in any form, or allow it to be interfered with violently by others. In 
this, you have a discretion to exercise with great caution, calmness, and 
forbearance.” 0 


Ignoring the papers, allowing them to "strut their uneasy hour and be 
forgotten” as President Wilson expressed it, 7 proved as a rule effective in 
regions where pro-Lincoln sentiment was active; while in localities v'here 
the opposite sentiment prevailed, suppression would have failed of its 
purpose by promoting sympathy for the victims. The Civil War was fought 
as a recent writer has pointed out, "with the enemy at our gates and pow- 
ertul secret societies in our midst without an Espionage Act.” 8 

Criticism of the Lincoln administration resolves itself into a question 
of standards and ideals, viewed in the light of Anglo-Saxon traditions and 
with reference to conditions which subjected the government to difficulties 
of the most serious nature As the Civil War was unique in its proportions 

TlnMf y ’ 3°f W “ ^ LlnC ° n adrainistration unique in its methods. 

Torn ffi fn P° m ?i-,, C0UrSe ° f dem ° CratiC 8° vernme nt and departed 
rom the forms of civil liberty is obvious; that it stretched and at times 

seemed to ignore the Constitution is evident. The arbitrary arrests cannot 
be passed over lightly: to do so would allow too small a value to rivil guar- 
antees. On the other hand a search of the full record will show ffiat any- 
thing like a drastic military regime was far from Lincoln’s thoughts The 
h rshness of war regulations was often tempered by leniency. The Presi- 
dent was generous in releasing political prisoners, whom he refused to 


5 For the World and other anti-Lincoln nanerc ™ t 
8 Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 492 ’ S ° PP ’ 494 * 

7 Speech of President Wilson before Congress Dec a n r, a 

Cong., 2 scss., 2i. ^ * JJec * 4 » 1 9 i 7 , Cong. Rec., 65 


8 Z. Chafee, Freedom of Speech, 116. 
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treat as war criminals, and in the suppression of anti-governmental activ- 
ity the government under Lincoln was milder than that of Wilson, though 
facing greater pro\ ocation. As for dictatorships after recent European mod- 
els, the pattern simply docs not fit the Lincoln government. The word 
"dictator" in its twcnticth<cntury connotation would be utterly inappro- 
priate if applied to the Civil War President. 



•CHAPTER I 7 


The Raising of the Army 


i 

For the heavy demands of a nation entering upon a stupendous war both 
the army and the war department in April of 1861 were inadequate and 
unprepared. 1 The regular army was especially small; laws for its rebuilding 
would have to be passed by Congress; much of it was scattered among 
western posts. The clerical staff of the war department was insufficient, 
poorly housed, and bound down by antiquated methods. Under Buchan- 
an’s secretary of war, John B. Floyd, the army had been weakened for the 
emergency. The canard as to Floyd’s supplying the South with large stores 
of federally owned arms and ammunition with intent that these arms 
should be used against the United States is now discredited, and the his- 
torian of today does not accept the familiar charge that the secretary sold 
war supplies to Southern states on easy terms for a similar purpose. Yet, to 
quote an impartial scholar, "his sins of omission and commission were nu- 
merous,” and one "cannot but be impressed in nearly all that Floyd did 
with the looseness of his methods, his lack of judgment in caring for na- 


1 Just what would have been the effect of greater prewar preparedness on the 
conduct and outcome of the war is a matter that cannot be treated here. To a con- 
siderable extent such preparedness (under Southern secretaries of war) would have 
helped the South as well as the North; whether it would have shortened the war 
or promoted Union victory is a matter of speculation. By the middle of 1862 the 
Army of the Potomac was fairly well organized and prepared; yet defeat followed 
defeat and the war dragged on indecisively. Something else was lacking besides 
preparedness. Furthermore, considering the enormous proportions of the Civil War, 
any preparation adequate for the conflict (or measurably so) would have been out 
of keeping with American habits and policies in the ante-bellum era. The United 
States was under no menace of foreign attack; and it is rather hard to conceive 
the picture of any responsible statesman heading a powerful movement of prepara- 
tion for the event of civil war. Certainly the political implications of such a prewar 
movement should not be overlooked. To mention only one factor, the state-rights 
philosophy of the South would have been involved. In i860 the United States was 
(or were) not a nation in the full sense. 
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tiona] interests and his frequent disregard of the law.” 1 Congress had neg- 
lected to act in the closing weeks of Buchanan’s administration to protect 
the United States government and to build up its military forces. 

There were three branches of military service as established by law 
and by practice in previous wars. (1) There was the regular army, re- 
cruited by voluntary enlistment and consisting of professional soldiers. 
This normal Federal army was, according to General Winfield Scott, inad- 
equate e\en for “peace-time troubles with the Indians.” 3 At the outbreak 
of the War of 1812 it had numbered less than 7 000 men, many of whom 
were inexperienced, intemperate, and ignorant. When the Mexican War 
opened, the army did not exceed 9000. At the beginning of 1861, before 
the withdrawal of Southerners, it numbered 16,402 men and officers. 4 

(2) In case of war the traditional method of expanding the forces was 
through a system of volunteering into an emergencv national army. In con- 
trast to the regular armv these volunteers were citizens coming to their 
country’s defense in time of need and expecting to return to civil life once 
the need had passed. For the Mexican War the “volunteers” numbered 
about 73,000, while the regular army had been increased, but only tem- 
porarily, to 31,000.* 

(3) From early times there had existed, first in the colonies and then 
in the states, the organization known as the militia. It was at once a state 
and a Federal institution. The militia forces were created by state law; their 
officers were appointed by state authority; and their services were at the 
command of the state governor. The state recruited the force and paid its 
expenses while in state service, the governor constituting the commander- 
in-chief of the militia as a state institution. The state militia, however, was 
also the "uniform militia,” invested with a national character and available 
for extraordinary national uses. Though drilled, governed, and commanded 
by state authority, it was under a uniform system of drill and organization 
prescribed by Congress. The Federal Constitution made distinct references 
to the militia as a national institution,* and from this source has been de- 
rived the congressional pow er to standardize the force on a uniform pattern 
and to provide for calling it Forth to execute the law, suppress insurrection, 
or repel invasion. The actual calling forth for such national purposes has 
been a presidential function exercised through the state governors. When 
so called out, the militia loses its character as a state institution, being un- 

* A. Howard Men rely. The War Department, tS6t, 40, 49 

* Ibid, *3- 

• Of this total as of January 1, i86r, only 14,657 men and officers were re- 
ported as present. It is to be noted that the total included 1098 commissioned 
officers (717 of whom were present), and that 313 of these officers left the army 
to go with the South. The number of privates who did so was negligible. Ofiic. 
Rec., 3 ser., V, 6oj. 

» Emory Upton, Military Policy of the United States, 216, 218. 

• 17. S. Constitution, ait. I, sec. 8, cL 15; art. II, sec. 2, cl. 1. 
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der the discipline, courts-martial, pay, and authority of the nation. It 
should not be supposed, however, that the state governors are, as to this 
matter, the subordinates of the President. At any given time a militia force 
is either in state or in Federal service. For the former case the governor is 
commander; for the latter the President. At no time is the militia under 
the command of both the President and the governor. Though the Presi- 
dent issues his call for the militia to the governors, this is not analogous 
to the President’s issuing an order to a subordinate Federal officer — e.g., to 
a marshal directing him to stay an execution. The order is upon the citi- 
zens through the governor. It is a relation of comity, rather than one of 
superior and inferior. By a series of Federal laws, chiefly those of 1792 
and 1 79 5, 7 national arrangements concerning the militia had been deter- 
mined. On paper it consisted of “every free able-bodied white male citizen 
of the respective states" between the ages of eighteen and forty-five, this be- 
ing the law of May 8, 1792. 

As was to be expected, the Lincoln government operated within the 
limits of these three grades of military service. The vast bulk of the Union 
forces consisted of specially recruited units of “U. S. Volunteers.” It is 
chiefly in these troops that one sees the response of the Northern democ- 
racy to the crisis. In addition, the regular army was increased, first by 
presidential fiat, then by act of Congress. The militia was also expanded 
and modified, and to the process of voluntary enlistment there was added, 
midway in the war, a clumsy form of conscription. 

At the outset of the war the militia, considered as a national institu- 
tion, was a somewhat hazy affair, since the states had neglected to give it 
life and effectiveness. Lincoln’s first call, April 15, 1861, was for the mi- 
litia of the several states of the Union to the number of 75,000. Approxi- 
mately 80,000 troops were raised under this call. If, however, the govern- 
ment was to continue to use the militia as an efficient instrument, it was 
necessary to adapt it to the purposes of national army making. With this 
in view there was passed an unsatisfactory measure known as the militia 
act of i86z. 8 When calling the militia into Federal service the act pro- 
vided that the President might specify the period of such sendee (not to 
exceed nine months) and issue regulations for enrolling the militia and 
putting the act into execution where this should be necessary to cover de- 

7 U. S. Slat, at Large, I, 119, 264, 271, 403, 424, 522, 576; II, 207. 

8 Act of July 17, 1862, ibid., XII, 597. Of course, only a small part of the 
militia was ever called into the national service. Between r 2 5,000 and 200,000 
men in the organized state militias provided a useful supplement to the Federal 
troops by serving, “cither separately or in conjunction with Federal forces, to 
garrison fortifications, guard the coastline and Canadian frontier, man lines of com- 
munications, protect industrial establishments important for the war effort guard 
camps in which Confederate prisoners were held, and protect the Indian frontier.” 
Robert S. Chamberlain, ‘The Northern State Militia," Civil War Hist IV 107 
(June, 1958). 
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fects in state laws. Universal military liability was recognized in the act by 
the provision that the militia “shall . . . include all able-bodied male citi- 
zens between the ages of eighteen and forty-five,” while the President’s au- 
thority to issue regulations, a power generously applied, involved the use 
of a process of national conscription. Thus arose the “draft of 1862.” 
Where the states had systems of their own for enrolling and drafting the 
militia, which was usually not the case, these local systems were to be em- 
ployed; but deficiencies in state law or practice were to be made up by reg- 
ulations of the Federal war department. 

The militia act, with its limping draft, exhibited many defects when 
carried into practice. A critic of American military policy, after discuss- 
ing the "impotent and extravagant” nature of the law, remarks that Con- 
gress in passing this measure "exercised the power to support armies, but 
the power to raise them it conferred on the governors.” * When applied in 
Indiana, for example, the draft of 1862 under the militia act followed a 
scheme devised by Governor Morton, the lists to be made up by a commis- 
sioner in each county and a deputy commissioner in each township, these 
being appointed by the governor. By this system the ardent Morton used 
his own appointees to deal with widespread disaffection without relying 
upon local sheriffs. 

In general, the act proved a failure. Leaving much to the President and 
his secretary of war, it opened the way for "presidential legislation"; it had 
the weakness of resting upon state authority and proceeding within state 
regulations where such existed; it was based on the theory that a slight 
modification of the militia would suffice to create a huge emergency army; 
and it produced judicial puzzles and legal difficulties when put into prac- 
tice. 1 ® 

2 

It was not until 1863 that the Federal government passed, one should 
not say an effective, but at least a definitely national, conscription law. 1 

• Emory Upton, Military Policy of the United States, 434, 436. 

so The regulations issued by the war department under the President’s author- 
ity for executing the militia act of 1862 named the quotas of the states and called 
upon the governors to fill them. If no state system of conscription existed, the regu- 
lations prescribed that designated state officials appointed by the governor, chiefly 
sheriffs and commissioners, were to make the enrollment, consider exemptions, and 
conduct the draft. Provost marshals in the states, appointed by the war department 
at Washington on nomination of the governors, were to deal with disorders, enforce 
attendance at rendezvous, keep the men in custody, and perform similar duties. 
Offtc. Rec., 3 ser., II, 2 9>, 333-335; Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lin- 
coln, 252 ff. 

» The primary factor in the adoption of conscription was the inadequacy of 
volunteering. Senator Henry Wilson said: “Volunteers we cannot obtain, and every- 
thing forbids that we should resort to the temporary expedient of calling out the 
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By this act (March 3, 1863) all able-bodied male citizens between twenty 
and forty-five, besides alien declarants, were "to constitute the national 
forces,” and were declared liable to military service. Exemptions were ex- 
tended to the mentally or physically unfit, certain high officials of the Fed- 
eral government and the states, the only son of a dependent widow, and 
the only son of infirm parents. Federal machinery of enforcement was elab- 
orately provided, including enrollment officers organized by congressional 
districts, boards of enrollment, provost marshals, and, over all, a provost 
marshal general in Washington. 2 

Men so enrolled were subject to be "called into the military service of 
the United States” but their service was not to exceed three years. Con- 
scripts were to have the same advance pay and the same Federal bounties 
as three-year volunteers. In calls issued by the President state quotas were 
fixed; opportunity was given for volunteering; and such volunteer enlist- 
ments were to be taken into account, so that only the "deficiency” was to 
be made up by conscription. This was for the double purpose of stimulat- 
ing voluntary enlistment and equalizing the burden as between states. By 
harking back to practices used in old militia systems, two provisions of a 
questionable nature were included — those pertaining to substitutes and 
commutation money. If a drafted man furnished an acceptable substitute 
he might be exempt from service; such exemption could also be bought out- 
right for $3 00. 3 

Conscription as practiced and enforced, evaded and obstructed, under 
this act became one of the crying scandals of the war. To a certain extent 
the law itself was to blame: the government waited two years before a 
truly national system of conscription was attempted; the country was 
blanketed with a costly and inquisitorial system of Federal officials; the 
government’s enrolling officers made the lists; state pride was offended; the 
conscript was stigmatized (conscription being used as a sort of penalty or 
last resort); great disturbances were encountered; a vicious bounty system 


militia. Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 3 scss., 976. Lincoln argued that in contending 
with an enemy who made use of every able-bodied man it would be unwise to 
"waste time to re-experiment with the volunteer system, already deemed by con- 
gress, and palpably, in fact, . . . inadequate. . . ” Lincoln, Collected Works, 
VI, 370. The whole story of the conscription bill in Congress, however, shows little 
effort to create an efficient system, while it reveals much as to the readiness of 
politicians to accept a kind of conscription that would enable a man to buy his 
way out of the sendee and would othenvise bear lightly on the people. Shannon, 
Organization and Administration of the Union Army, II, 31. 

1 The complexity of the system can only be suggested here. Each state, for 
example, had an acting assistant provost marshal general. Shannon II 106; Offic. 
Rcc., 3 scr., V, 613. 


« The commutation clause was materially modified in 1864; thereafter it ap- 
plied only to conscientious objectors. Substitution, however, was retained to the end 
of the war. Shannon, Union Army, II, 87; and see below, pp 318-319 
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was used; an undignified scheme of bargaining in substitutes and commu- 
tation money was engendered; and as a final result about 46,000 conscripts 
and 118,000 substitutes, making about 6 per cent of the Union forces, 
were actually pulled into the army by the conscript net. 4 

The enforcement of the act of 1863 produced numerous difficulties 
and vexations. Military government was brought home to the people, with 
provost marshals making arrests, drafted boys sentenced as deserters for 
failing to appear at rendezvous, and troops ordered to quell popular dis- 
turbances. Secret societies organized for the encouragement of desertion 
and for resistance to the draft. Obstruction was manifest in widely sepa- 
rated parts of the country, and disaffection spread wide and deep. Enroll- 
ing officers were rudely handled and some were shot in performance of 
duty. The property of others was destroyed. The drawing of names from 
the wheel, a public proceeding, often resulted in violence, while the mak- 
ing of an arrest was likely to create a riot. Where riotous conditions became 
desperate, however. Federal troops or state militia would be called to the 
scene, and at their appearance, mob resistance usually evaporated. 

To recount the instances of draft disturbance is not possible in these 
pages. To take a few widely scattered examples, an “insurrection” in 
Holmes County, Ohio, was suppressed; many arrests were made for resist- 
ance to conscription in Columbia County, Penns jl vania; and there was 
similar trouble in Bucks County in the same state.* There were outbreaks in 
Kentucky which required a special military force to protect enrolling of- 
ficers.* 

In Wisconsin [writes William B. Hesseltine], Governor Salomon’s troubles were 
more serious: in one county the boxes containing names of potential draftees 
were destroyed, and it became extremely hazardous for the draft officers to 
serve notices personally. In Ozaukee County a mob assaulted a commissioner. 
Salomon issued a special proclamation to Milwaukeeans, warning them not to 
resist the draft and assuring them that he would enforce the draft at any cost. 
Salomon begged [Secretary of War] Stanton for 600 troops and for permission 
to serve notices by publication. The Governor arrested citizens until he had one 
hundred and fifty of them. Then he urged Stanton to take them out of the 
state. 1 

* The provost marshal general in summarizing the results of the Civil War 
draft stated that 86.724 escaped military service by payment of commutation, leav- 
ing 168,649 "actually drafted.” The number of substitutes was 117,986, leaving 
50.655 “whose personal service ... was conscripted'’; but of this number Only 
46.347 actually entered the ranks of the army. Second Report of the Provost Mar- 
shal General. Dec- 20, 1918 (Wash., Gov. Ptg. Office, 1919), 376-277- Offic. 
Rec.» 3 *er., V, 720. 73o ff. 

» For these instances see Offic. Rec., 1 ser., XXIII, pt. 1, 395-397- t ser., 
XLin, pt. 1. 973! McMaster, Lincoln ' s Administration, 406; Shannon’, Union 
Army, II. 175-M3- 

* Offc. Rec., 1 ser., XXXIX, pt. 2, 35. 

* Hesseltine, Lincoln and the IVcr Governors, 280. 
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There was rioting in Troy, Albany, and Newark. In Missouri there was se- 
rious violence owing to peculiar border conditions, pro-Southern feeling, 
and the activity of guerillas. Also there was a great deal of disturbance in 
Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, where secret orders were strong and pro- 
Southern sentiment active. 

It was, however, in New York City that the gravest trouble occurred. 
From the beginning of the war there had been a vigorous strain of South- 
ern sympathy in the city, and powerful papers such as the World and the 
Journal of Commerce were outspoken in their criticism of Lincoln and 
the Union government. The New York Irish were notoriously hostile to the 
Negro and averse to abolition. Politics at its worst was rife within the mu- 
nicipality, where Tammany leaders such as Fernando Wood and A. Oakey 
Hall were active against Lincoln and where W. M. Tweed was entering 
upon his unsavory career through the door of the volunteer fire depart- 
ment, with the political credo that politics were always corrupt in New 
York, that one could always buy an alderman, and that a rising politician 
must “take things” as he found them. There was, of course, much genuine 
disapproval of the brothers’ war and sincere sympathy with Southerners. 
The governor of New York, Horatio Seymour, was politically opposed to 
Lincoln, was strong for local rights, and was not to be expected to ignore 
the powerful anti-war sentiment in city and state. In a party speech at 
Albany on July 4, 1863, he attacked the Lincoln government for its al- 
leged violation of individual liberty. In forum, press, and barroom there 
was talk of the conscription act’s being unconstitutional, of Democratic dis- 

r?" S r I ! 8 ,? 0re than their share of conscripts while Republicans got 
o lightly; of ballot boxes stuffed with bogus soldier votes; and of Negro 
suffrage being manipulated for part)' gain. The people were also led to be- 
lieve that the country was helpless and that the government could not pro- 
tect itself. r 

The drawing of the first draftees’ names, on July 1 1, 1863, set off what 
has been called New York’s bloodiest week.” As one reads of these riots in 
contemporary newspapers, he gains the impression that the city was turned 
over to bbodthirsty looters. First the provost marshal’s headquarters at 
rd A\enue and 46th Street were stoned and burned. Then telegraph 

tie nol cHk rV Ve e CUt 1116 m ° b en ^ ed P**ed battles with 

rioters th P i ^ Cn i P i bCe S . U P erin , tendent I oh n Kennedy tried to calm the 
•. 1 \ , . 5 . 15231 blm ’ dra g§ ed him through the streets by his head, 

through file Truk T P ° n ^ci 0l]ed him int ° mud -g«tters, dragged him 
Sundered fin if “describable.” Crying "Down with the rich!” the mob 

K o atlck "ANe "fl ieWdr> ’ St0r6S - Negr ° eS special 

iess was cmvht t ^ “c ’ ^ t0 esCa P e under cover of dark- 
ess, was caught b> a gang of men and boys and hanged from one of the 

r,„o spreading chostnn, tree, Clarkson Stare,.- Ano^No^ ”wa! 

w “ 1 '" X, ,4—49. 
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hanged by a gang o£ murderers who put a cigar in his mouth, stuffed his 
nostrils with matches, put a beer mug in his hand, and stuck a sign on his 
coat reading 'Black Dutchman.' ” • The rioters first sacked, then burned 
the Colored Orphan Asylum. The newspapers tell of an entire city given 
over to anarchy, of the impotence of the city government, and of the hun- 
dreds of casualties. 

In fact, such a picture is an exaggeration, made for partisan purposes. 
As Seymour’s scholarly biographer, Stewart Mitchell, points out, the riot- 
ing, though certainly a serious and disgraceful episode, lasted for only 
three days (July 13—15), and it affected only a small part of the city. Some 
of the "destruction” attributed to the mob was invented later, when the 
city offered to reimburse those who had suffered from the riots. Far from 
being paralyzed, the city government did its best to quell the disturbance, 
and Governor Seymour, who promptly came Id the scene, pleaded with the 
people to be orderly and peaceful, promising that their rights would be 
protected and announcing that he had requested the postponement of the 
draft. And as for casualties, Mitchell reports, after a close examination of 
the vital statistics, there is "no evidence that any more than seventy-four 
possible victims of the violence of three days died anywhere but in the col- 
umns of partisan newspapers." By July 16, army units rushed home 
from the Gettysburg campaign, in cooperation with the police, militia, and 
naval forces, and with the help of a company from West Point, stopped 
the rioting and dispersed the mob. 

Though it is certainly unjust to blame Horatio Seymour for the draft 
riots, it must be admitted that the New York governor did little to make 
Lincoln’s task of raising a national army easier. Politically opposed to the 
President, convinced that the conscription was unequal, fraudulent, and 
a disgrace to the American people, Seymour asked Lincoln to suspend the 
draft until it could be judicially tested; he also demanded that New York’s 
quotas be drastically lowered. Anxious to avoid further conflict, Lincoln re- 
duced the number of conscripts required of New York and consented to a 
commission, with Democrats predominating, to study the draft in New 
York. On August 1 9, 1863, the New York draft was resumed,” and it pro- 
ceeded without interference. Governor Seymour meanwhile advising on the 
one hand peaceful submission to conscription and on the other a testing 
of the constitutionality of the law.” 

Disaffection and violence in these matters arc not to be glibly explained. 
Social complexes inducing such popular demonstrations were made up of 

» Robert Ernst. Immlt'ant Ufe In New York City. I Szf-lS6}, 191, 

w Mitchell. Horatio Seymour of New York. 330—3 34. 

11 The state of New York ultimately furnished 448,000 enlistments. 

i' The United State* Supreme Co Urt BeTcr pa tied upon the constitutionality 
of the conscription act of 1863, but under Wilson a unanimous court sustained the 
selective terries act. *4J U. S. J66; Randall, Conilltullonal Problem t Under Lin- 
coln. 368-474* 
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many elements. Party feeling, race prejudice, agitation for peace, disgust 
with the oft-mentioned “incompetence” of the Lincoln administration, be- 
lief in the hopelessness of subjugating the South, resentment born of blun- 
ders in the conscription act and the manner of its execution, outraged per- 
sonal independence reacting against an effort to force a man into a service 
contrary to his sympathies and convictions, anger at the "rich man’s war” 
with its frauds and profiteering — these were among the motives which re- 
sulted in mass obstruction of the draft. Such opposition was not due to 
cowardice. The quickest way to get into a fight was to resist the draft, and 
for one who wished to escape the draft without a fight there were many 
methods of evasion which were practiced. 

3 

In enacting and enforcing conscription there arose the problem of the 
conscientious objector. In the case of Quakers and similar sects it was rec- 
ognized that a lofty ethical sense and a more than superficial acceptance of 
Christianity caused an attitude toward war which, if pushed to the extrem- 
ity, might challenge the whole authority of the state. No people were more 
peaceable and law-abiding. If driven to the wall in this matter, however, 
defying the state was to the serene Quaker a lesser offense than violating 
conscience and flouting God’s will by killing one’s fellow men. If the gov- 
ernment's position on conscription were to be enforced in an unqualified 
manner, individual will would have to be overridden: this would be very 
much like forcing men at the point of the bayonet to kill other men. 1 In 
the militia draft of 1862 the problem of the objector was relegated to the 
states; and, to take Indiana as an example, exemption was permitted to 
such persons on payment of S200 commutation money. 2 There being no 
legal sanction for this practice, however, the money was later refunded. 
In the conscription act of 1863 no provision was made for excusing even 
ministers, 3 and there was no clause by which one could claim exemption 
on religious grounds. Objectors, of course, could avoid service by furnish- 
ing substitutes or paying $300 commutation money as in the case of any 
drafted person. This, however, failed to touch the essential factor — to wit, 
sincere conscientious objection to war — which was very different from a 
selfish individual desire to escape service. Individual exemption by the 
commutation or substitute method, indeed, took no account of die true 

1 In addition to the Quakers, there were other sects which made opposition to 
war a part of their recognized creed, such as the Mcnnonites (among whom there 
were many branches), Dunkcrs, Shakers, Schwcnkfeldcrs, Christadelphians, Rogcr- 
encs, and those of the Amana persuasion. 

2 Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 260-261. 

Under the original act embarrassment Frequently arose in the attempt to 
secure, as required by law, military service under the draft from ministers of the 
gospel, but more especially from . . . 'Friends, or Quakers.’ ” Statement of the 
provost marshal general, Mar. 17, 1866, Offic. Rec., 3 ser., V, 633. 
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position of the Friends. They were therefore officially opposed to the atti- 
tude of the war department at Washington, which issued the instruction 
that under the law of 1863 exemption in the case of those not coming 
within the excused classes could only be had by the money commutation 
or the right of substitution. As the war progressed the respectful tone of 
Quaker memorials and the staunch attitude of many of the drafted ob- 
jectors caused increasing embarrassment. In the case of one Cyrus Pringle, 
a Vermont Quaker, for example, army officers had to deal with a drafted 
man who not only flatly refused to serve but also declined to hire a sub- 
stitute or to buv his freedom. No amount of force could shake him; he was 
literally rcadv to die rather than conform to military authority. Finally, 
after refusing this and that type of camp duty, declining to receive a gun, 
and resisting military discipline, this inflexible Quaker was released and 
sent home by government order.* 

On the part of officials there was, as a general rule, no wish to deal 
harshly with such as Pringle, and on December 1 5, 1863, there was issued 
a war department instruction providing that conscientious objectors op- 
posed to paying commutation money and hiring substitutes “shall ... be 
put on parole . . . , to report when called for.” ' A further step was taken 
on February 14, 1864, when in the amendment to the enrollment act It 
was provided that genuine religious objectors were to be considered "non- 
combatants” when drafted, and were to be assigned to duty in hospitals, 
or in the care of freedmen, or were to pay $300 for the benefit of sick and 
wounded soldiers. 

It must not be inferred that no Quakers complied with the unamended 
law. A goodly number did military service under protest, for which they 
met lenient treatment by their brethren; some escaped the dilemma by 
money payment; and many did service in noncombatant capacities, which, 
even before the law of February, 1864, had been made available to them 
as a matter of executive policy. Very little attention was paid to those 
whose conscientious objections to military service were based on non- 
religious grounds. 

4 

The relation of the war department to the army on the one side and" 
the contractors on the other is a sorry tale. Whether it was a matter of 
uniforms, food, horses, guns, or munitions, the service was made to suffer 
while ill-gotten wealth was gathered in by shameless profiteers. Some of 
the trouble, of course, was due to inevitable difficulties in the supplying of 
materiel. Swddaa demand for equipment, competition with. Confederate at 
well as Northern state agents in the European market, misinformation 

4 E. N. Wright, Conscientious Objectors in the CmZ War, 165; Shannon, 
Union Army, II, * 55 - 25 6 ; Bufus M. Jones, ed.. The Record of a Quaker Con- 
science- Cyrus Pringle' 1 

* Offic. Rec, 3 *et-» *“» IX 7S- 
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and wild rumor as to government funds available for army purchases, 
claims of rival producers, the bewildering effect of newly invented models, 
the strain of pressure production as factories were overwhelmed with a 
rush of orders, the operations of sharp-eyed speculators — such factors 
would have brought sleepless nights to any secretary of war. 

Unfortunately, Lincoln’s first secretary of war was poorly fitted for 
his post. Simon Cameron was a self-made businessman and politician who 
had "played the game’’ in Pennsylvania, had become a sort of “boss” in 
the Democratic party, and who, because of factors that cannot be detailed 
here, had shifted to the Republican party, winning for himself the senator- 
ship from Pennsylvania in 1857. 

Cameron’s party somersaulting was now at an end [writes Dr. Meneely]; 
he remained a Republican for the rest of his life, and gave generously of his 
time, his energy and experience to the building up of a smooth-running party 
machine. In the management and control of it he was unequaled. Thaddeus 
Stevens, David Wilmot, William Kelley, Andrew Curtin and others might dis- 
pute his leadership, force a set-back, administer a defeat, but none ever suc- 
ceeded in permanently supplanting him in his position. . . . No politician 
of his generation understood the science of politics better than Simon Cameron; 
none enjoyed greater power; none had more success. . . . His methods were 
often circuitous, the means employed were often questionable, but the end in 
view was always clear. ... By patronage he was able to build up a political 
despotism in Pennsylvania; with it he rewarded his friends and punished his 


By bargains made in the nominating convention at Chicago Lincoln 
was committed against his will to the conferring of some cabinet post upon 
this man No selection caused Lincoln more hesitation and embarrass- 
5 16 !j lau f urat,on the war secretaryship was unfilled; and even 
today the details of what went on behind the scenes pertaining to the ap- 
are , obscure - r The records available, however, prove without 
q s ion the reluctance of Lincoln to make the appointment. After offering 

hJr,” ".It? 40 " 1 specifying which one, he repented and 

the off 6CCl \ n< i i 01611 he re( 3 uested his consent to a “recall” of 

the offer; finally he ended by taking him into the cabinet (March 5 1861) 
as secretary of war. 3 3 

„ ar i SItuati ° n which prevailed under Cameron’s administration of the 
idmin P r r n i£ UC i 0n , e ° f the sharpest controversies of the Lincoln 
red ne ! J ialS in the nati0nal ca P itaI Sniggled in a net of 

not T’S'TZ ^ T l0rds ” and P ushed ahead " a * ^ there was 
Massachusetts^ ln the world.” = Such governors as Andrew of 

should have b d u ° f ndiana Simply t00k 0ver dle functions that 
should have been centered at Washington. So slightly had the proper ad- 

1 Mcnccly, 82-83. 

J Ibid., i 4 i. 
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justaient between Washington and the states been made by January of 
1862 that Governor David Tod of Ohio wrote in that month to Stanton 
asking the following questions: (1) What control had the governor over 
state troops in camp or in the field after they had been mustered into the 
Federal service? (2) What were his duties in the procuring or issuing of 
military supplies? (3) Would the Federal government refund to the states 
“all the money expended directly and indirectly in the raising, equipping, 
sustaining and mustering of the troops?” (4) What control did the gov- 
ernor have over military prisoners sent to the State for safekeeping? * The 
fact that such a letter could be written by a governor to the secretary of 
war nine months after the firing at Sumter shows both the extent of the 
governor's activities and the vagueness of the relationships involved. 

To a large extent the Union forces were raised by and through the 
states. The governors directed the raising of the militia quotas in response 
to Lincoln’s first call and in compliance with the militia act of 1862. As 
to "U. S. Volunteers” the governors usually directed their recruitment, 
though they did not have the exclusive function of so doing, and they ap- 
pointed the regimental officers. In addition to this, state delegations in 
Congress possessed a sort of unofficial right of consultation and recom- 
mendation in the President’s selection of generals in the volunteer service. 4 
At times United States regiments were raised by state action in advance of 
Federal calls and in a spirit of impatience at the delay and incompetence 
of the administrators at Washington. While Yates of Illinois was working 
energetically to raise Union regiments, Cameron sent word to him: "Let 
me earnestly recommend to you ... to call for no more than twelve 
regiments, of which six only are to serve for three years or during the war, 
and if more are already called for, to reduce the number by discharge." * 
Governor Morton insisted upon furnishing six regiments though the call 
was for four.* Cameron accepted Only three of the ten regiments offered by 
Ohio, and a similar situation existed with regard to Massachusetts and 
other states.’ 

Governors even had their state agents abroad. The activities of Robert 
Dale Owen as “St3te Agent for Indiana" early in the war offer a case in 
point. Acting for Governor Morton, he was energetic in purchasing rifles 
and carbines, sabres, and revolvers abroad; forwarding arms from New 
York to Fort Monroe as well as to Indianapolis; procuring greatcoats, 
blankets, and equipment; visiting Indiana regiments in the field; making 
contracts for Indiana, though the bills were ultimately paid by the Federal 
government; and doing many things which transcended state functions. 

5 Paraphrased from Tod's letter to Stanton, Jan. 28, 18 6a, Stanton Papers 
(MSS., Iabr. of Congr.), no. 5051 3. 

4 Browning, Diary, I, 487 (July 27, 1861). 

* Report of the Adjutant-General of Jllinots (1886), I, 10. 

0 W. D Fculke, Life of O. P. Morton, I, 128. 

1 H. G. Pearson, Life of John A. Andrew, I, 424, Z2s. 
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On one occasion he wrote to Morton: "I fear that if you trust wholly to 
the [Federal] Government to send you what more guns we may need, you 
will be likely to get trash. I hear very poor accounts of the purchases made 
by the Government agent in Europe.” One of the objects for which Owen 
exerted himself was to have the arsenal at Indianapolis continued when 
national interests seemed to require its discontinuance. 8 The far-reaching 
efforts of such state agents seriously embarrassed tire Washington authori- 
ties. Bidding against the Federal government in the foreign arms markets 
they not only added to the expense which the treasury at Washington had 
to bear, but laid the basis for a complicated mass of postwar claims which 
arose when the national government made good its pledge of compensat- 
ing the states for war expenditures. 9 

The other side of the story, of course, is that to a large extent the 
governors — Andrew, Morton, Curtin, Morgan, Yates, and the rest of 
them — bore the brunt of the immediate emergency. Andrew’s zeal was 
especially conspicuous as he directed the recruiting of the early Massachu- 
setts regiments, the appointment of the officers, the examination and 
equipment of the troops, the chartering of steamers and railroad facilities 
for their transportation, and the raising of emergency funds by which the 
first bills were paid. For a time, since Massachusetts had prematurely sent 
forward 4000 men, the state had to maintain them in the field in semi- 
hostile territory 450 miles distant. Though producing administrative 
tangles, the early action of the states brought results. Within two weeks 
after Lincoln’s first call 55,000 men were either in Washington, on the 
way, or ready to entrain. 10 In the hurried dash to get tilings done there 
was no time to quibble about authority; men assumed responsibility in 
confidence that their actions would later receive ratification and support. 

5 

Whatever may be said of Cameron personally, it is a matter of record 
that shameful frauds were permitted during his secretaryship. The des- 

8 Morton Correspondence (State Archives, Indiana State Libr.); Randall, Con- 
stitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 410 n.; Menecly, 150. 

0 Laws were passed by the Federal Congress on July 17 and July 27, 1861, 
concerning this matter (U. S. Stat. at Large, XII, 261, 276). The sum of $10,- 
ooo.ooo was set aside to be refunded to the states for their expenses in raising 
volunteer forces, and a general obligation for further reimbursement was incurred. 
Many appropriation acts were passed after the war for this purpose. Over $42,- 
000,000 bad been returned to the states by 1880, with nearly $9,000,000 still 
unpaid. In 1880 the Federal examiner of state claims wrote: “. . . it would 
probably be beyond the power of the judges ... in the Court of Claims ... to 
memorize or collate the administrative rulings or precedents that underlie the de- 
partmental actions touching allowances ... on these claims." Randall, Constitu- 
tional Problems Under Lincoln, 426-427; Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 74, 46 Cong., 2 sess., 
pp. 6, 199. 

10 Pearson, Andrew, passim; Shannon, Union Army, I, 34. 
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perate need for haste in outfitting the armies, coupled with the outmoded 
procurement procedures followed by the war department, afforded a 
bonanza for shrewd speculators who were not too proud to gain from their 
country's misfortunes. The case of Fremont in Missouri is instructive. In 
his military district rules and regulations "went by the board”; and an 
orgy of expenditure made it necessary for Lincoln to appoint a commis- 
sion to investigate. Among the transactions described by the commission 
we find a total of $191,000 on a contract to build five forts, $1 1 1,000 of 
which went as profit to the contractor. 1 One roust not, however, blame 
Fremont himself for this mismanagement; as Allan Nevins, his most care- 
ful biographer, observes, “the waste was chiefly attributable to the frenzied 
haste and War Department inefficiency.” St. Louis had to be defended, 
and Fremont's ill-equipped troops had to be armed. The failure of the 
national treasury promptly to supply the necessary funds compelled the 
general to rely on credit and as soon as that happened, “control over prices 
passed into the hands of banks, brokers, speculators, and moneyed mer- 
chants, the intermediary links between the army and its sources ." 1 

Everywhere under Cameron’s regime the dealings of the administra- 
tors of the war department with sharp and cunning businessmen exhibited 
similar looseness. Thousands of pistols were sold to the government at $15 
each, though the fair price on a proper competitive basis would not have 
exceeded $14.50. Horses which could be bought for $60 or less were sold 
to the government for $117. "Out of one lot of 25a [horses] ... in- 
spected at Chicago, all but twenty-seven were found to be diseased, 
maimed, or otherwise unfitted for use.” Austrian muskets, rejected by the 
ordnance bureau at a price of $5.50, were bought by a government agent 
at $6.50. Enfield rifles purchasable for $20 were bought for the govern- 
ment at $26.50; Colt's revolvers worth $15 were paid for at $35.* 

Administrative practices under Cameron were brought up to the 
United States Supreme Court in the case of Tool Company vs. Norris, a 
case in which a lobby “agent” was to receive $3 per gun, or a total of 
$75,000, merely for the use of his "influence” in obtaining a contract. 
Concerning such practices Justice Field wrote in this case: 

Considerations as to the most efficient and economical mode of meeting 
the public wants jin the letting of contracts! should alone control . . . the 
action of every department of the Government. No other consideration can 
lawfully enter into the transaction, so far as the Government is concerned. . . . 
[Agreements such as the one under consideration] tend to introduce personal 
solicitation, and personal influence, as elements in the procurement of con- 
tracts; and thus directly lead to inefficiency in the pubhc service, and to un- 
necessary expenditures of the public funds.* 

1 Meneely, 269-171. 

* Allan Nevins, Frimont: Pathmarker of the West (1957 ed.), 647. 

* Meneely, 263—265, 274, 275-276; Shannon, I, 64, 69, 120. 

* 69 U. S. 45, 54; see also Meneely, 262-263. 
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Finally embarrassment due to Cameron became so acute that a change 
became inevitable. To let him down gracefully Lincoln accepted the resig- 
nation of Cassius M. Clay as minister to Russia (Clay being anxious to 
return home for military service); and Cameron, resigning the war port- 
folio (January 11, 1862), was appointed to this diplomatic post. He 
seems not to have intended to serve long in Russia; as a matter of fact he 
resigned the ministership in November, 1862. His conduct was con- 
demned by the House of Representatives in the following words: 

Resolved, That Simon Cameron, late Secretary of War, by investing Alex- 
ander Cummings with tire control of large sums of the public money, and 
authority to purchase military supplies, without restriction . . . , and by in- 
volving the Government in a vast number of contracts with persons not legiti- 
mately engaged in the business pertaining to . . . such contracts, . . . has 
adopted a policy highly injurious to the public service, and deserves the cen- 
sure of the House . 6 

On January 20, 1862, Edwin M. Stanton took charge of the war de- 
partment. Though he had serious faults, yet in such matters as contracts 
and inspection the situation was greatly improved under his administration. 

6 Resolution of House of Representatives, April 30, 1862, Cong. Globe, 37 
Cong., 2 sess., 1888. 
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Army Administration 


To understand what manner of army it was that fought the battles of 
the Union one must read the spirited accounts of Bruce Catton and 
Bell I. Wiley, along with the caustic criticisms of Fred A. Shannon and 
General Emory Upton.* Here there is space for a consideration only of 
some of the basic problems which confronted the new armies. In the first 
enthusiasm of volunteering, there grew up the practice of permitting indi- 
viduals to take the initiative in raising regiments, and thus overnight to 
become colonels, with brigadier-generalships thereafter easily attainable. 
On August 6, 1 86 r, it was officially stated that the war department "had 
accepted twice as many regiments from independent agencies as from state 
executives." This was usually done to please friends of those in power or 
to recognize known military ability. The governors opposed the practice; 
but, though it was pointed out that "the numerous skeleton organizations 
created unnecessary competition and resulted in no regiments being en- 
listed to full strength,” * the war department continued the policy. The 
clear-sighted Governor Andrew of Massachusetts was one of those who 
protested; and his imbroglio with General B. F. Butler well illustrates the 
baneful results of the system. Against Andrew’s wishes Butler obtained an 
order authorizing him to raise six regiments in the New England states. 
A serious deadlock ensued because of clashes of authority between the 
state governors, whose power to appoint officers of volunteers was recog- 
nized by the Federal government, and General Butler, whom the war 
department placed in command of the “Department of New England” 
with six states under his jurisdiction for recruiting purposes. It was only 
with the resignation of Cameron and the abolition of the “Department of 
New England” that this Butler-Andrew guarrel w as adjusted. 

One aspect of Union military policy was the failure to make effective 

J Catton, Mr. Lincoln’s Army, Glory Road, and A Stillness at Appomattox; 
Wiley, The Life of Billy Yank; Shannon, Organization and Administration of the 
Union Army (2 vols.}; Upton, Military Policy of the United States. 

2 Meneely, 210. 
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use of the existing regular army. General Upton has pointed out that “the 
difficulties of recruiting regulars in competition with volunteers, would 
have suggested the reduction of the line of the Army to a cadre, 3 and the 
dispersion of its officers as commanders and instructors among the new 
troops.” “Had this course been adopted,” he adds, “every regiment of volun- 
teer infantry, cavalry, and artillery might have had a regular officer for a 
leader, and with these to guide the instruction, three months would have 
sufficed to give us an army in fair drill and discipline.” 4 There was, in- 
deed, a law of Congress which authorized (but did not direct) the com- 
manding general to make such use of regular army officers, 5 but not being 
mandatory it was permitted to remain a dead letter. Statistics reveal that 
"while only one-quarter of the . . . graduates [of West Point] in service 
[when the war broke out] rose to the rank of general officer, more than 
one-half of those [graduates] who came back from civil life attained the 
same grade. . . Upton’s conclusion is that the preference for amateur- 
ism in the army and the departure from military standards prolonged the 
war, entailing a "useless sacrifice of life and treasure,” and that for this 
result “our military counselors at Washington were chiefly responsible.” 6 
Another mistake was that of permitting the men to elect their officers. 
Though this was not the usual method, yet the practice, especially as to 
officers below the rank of colonel, was “widespread,” and was "recognized 
by both state and federal governments." 7 By the act of July 22, 1861, this 
unmilitary method was written into Federal law. For the filling of vacan- 
cies in the volunteer forces, this act provided that each company should 
vote for officers as high as captain, above which vacancies were to be filled 
by the votes of the commissioned officers. 8 This provision, said General 
Upton, incorporated the “worst vice known in the military system of any 
of the States," for it “tempted every ambitious officer and soldier to play 
the demagogue.” 0 In an army where such practices prevailed, it was but 
natural that "the politician, lawyer, or tradesman, if an officer, looked upon 
his men as clients, customers, constituents, or rivals.” 10 On August 6, 
1861, this section was repealed; 11 and in the later years of the war there 
was a noticeable tightening of discipline. 

In such vital matters as food, clothing, and bedding the Union soldier 
was well supplied by the standards of the period. They had “the most 
abundant food allowance of any soldiers in the world” at that time, infi- 

s A skeleton military establishment. 

4 Upton, 23;. 

5 Act of July 29, 1861. U. S. Stat. at Large, XII, 281. 

8 Upton, 235-237, 

7 Shannon, I, 159. 

8 V. S. Stat. at Large, XII, 270. 

* Upton, 260. 

10 Shannon, I, 169. 

11 V. S. Stat. at Large, XII, 318. 
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nitely mme than the Confederates had. Bread, meat, and coffee were the 
staples of army diet. Like all soldiers in all wars. Union troops complained 
rigorously about the quality of their victuals. “The boss say that our 
'grub' is enough to make a mule desert, and a hog wish he had never been 
born,” an Illinois corporal wrote in 1862. Almost with pride another 
soldier counted "32 worms, maggots &c” in a single piece of his hardtack. 
Their salt pork, which they called "sowbelly" or “salt horse,” seemed at 
times "so strong it could almost walk its self.” During the early days of the 
war and during all periods of rapid movement and active fighting there 
was some basis for these grumblings, but on the whole the Union soldier 
seldom suffered from hunger." During the first months of the war many 
army uniforms were made of “shoddy," which, to quote a contemporary 
writer, consisted of “the refuse stuff and sweepings of the shop, pounded, 
rolled, glued, and smoothed to the external form and gloss of cloth." Natu- 
rally during the first rainstorm the soldiers “found their clothes, overcoats, 
and blankets, scattering to the winds in rags, or dissolving into their primi- 
tive elements of dust.” 11 But after the first year or so, these supply con- 
tracts were cleaned up, and thenceforth “Billy Yank had relatively little 
ground for complaint as to the quality of clothing received from the 
quartermaster.” 14 

As to munitions, at the outset the Union army was supplied with 
virtually every kind of small firearm in existence. So difficult was it to 
purchase equipment, thousands of men were initially given smoothbore 
muskets, hastily converted from flint to percussion locks; others received 
outmoded European firearms. As the war continued, how ever, the standard 
infantry weapon became the Springfield or Enfield rifle. These were accu- 
rate and reliable but difficult to load. Robert V. Bruce bas described the 
“tedious process a soldier had to go through to load and fire the regulation 
Springfield muzzle-loading rifle”: 

Reaching Into his cartridge pouch, the soldier took out a paper cartridge con- 
taining the powder charge and the bullet. Holding this between his thumb and 
forefinger, he tore it open with his teeth. Next he emptied the ponder into the 
barrel and disengaged the bullet with his right hand and the thumb and two 
fingers of the left. Inserting the ball point up into the bore, he pressed it down 
with bis right thumb. Then he drew his ramrod, which meant pulling it half- 
way out, steadying it, grasping it again and clearing it. He rammed the ball half- 
way down, took hold of the ramrod again, and drove the ball home. He then 
drew the ramrod out and returned it to its tube, each movement again in two 
stages. Next he primed his piece by raising it, half cocking it, taking off the 
old cap, taking a new one out of the pouch and pressing it down on the nipple. 

12 Wiley, Life of Billy Yank, 224, 226, 238, 240. 

12 Harpers Monthly Magazine, XXIX, 227—228, quoted in Shannon, I, 
94-95- 

14 Wiley, 60—61. 
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At last he cocked the gun, aimed it and fired. And if he had a particular target 
in mind, which was unlikely in all the excitement, he probably missed it 
clean. 15 

Breech-loading rifles were not supplied, except in small numbers and 
to select groups of sharpshooters and cavalrymen. It has been seriously 
argued that had the war department introduced the breech-loader the 
war might have been ended in the first year. 16 Certainly President Lincoln 
kept up an insistent pressure upon his stubbornly conservative Chief of 
Ordnance, James W. Ripley, to adopt the new weapon. 17 But, in defense 
of the war department, it must be noted that in 1861 the breech-loader 
was an untested and imperfect weapon, which, in any case, could not be 
mass-produced in either America or Europe. Though highly useful for 
mobile troops, the breech-loader, at this stage of its development, had seri- 
ous disadvantages for the ordinary infantryman. “It was not the breech- 
loader alone,” Kenneth P. Williams observes, “but the breech-loader plus 
smokeless powder that completely altered infantry combat. With a breech- 
loader a man could load while lying down. That was a great gain, but 
the smoke from the black powder quickly revealed his position.” 18 

One of the most flagrant blunders in the army was the introduction 
of the bargaining or mercenary factor by an elaborate system of bounties. 
At the beginning of the war city and state authorities began the practice 
of offering money bonuses to recruits; and it rvas not long before the Fed- 
eral government adopted the practice. Sanctioning a war department prac- 
tice already in use, Congress on July 22, 1861, added a bounty of $100 
over and above the regular pay of volunteers; and by 1864 the Federal 
bounty for new recruits had increased to $300, with an additional $100 
for veterans. 10 When conscription rvas introduced, the “peculiar horror of 
the draft" 20 which pervaded the country served powerfuBy to stimulate 
the bounty system, which eventually reached amazing proportions and 
produced serious consequences. With cities, counties, states, the national 
government, and private organizations bidding for recruits, the sums 
spent for this purpose reached enormous figures. Cook County in Illinois, 

15 Bruce, Lincoln and the Tools of War, 99—100. 

16 Shannon, I, 128— X42. Professor Shannon refutes the war department ob- 
jection that the breech-loading mechanism rvas too intricate by noting that muzzle- 
loaders became almost totally unmanageable in the hands of an excited soldiery." 
He adds: "A reliable army officer stated that of 27,574 muskets collected from 
the field, after the battle of Gettysburg, 24,000 were loaded, 12,000 contained 
two charges each, and 6000 were charged with from three to ten loads each. . . . 
[The] excited soldier was unlikely to realize that his charge had not exploded and 
would continue to reload. . . . With even one unexploded charge in a gun it was 
useless. . . . Such a condition was impossible with the breech loader. . . .” 

17 Bruce, Chap. 7. 

,s Williams, Lincoln Finds a General, n, 782-785. 

10 Ella Lonn, Desertion during the Civil War, 140. 

:o Shannon, II, 57. 
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for instance, spent $2,801,239 for bounties; Henry County, $260,548; 
Bureau County, $616,862; and all the counties of Illinois, $13,711,389. 
In addition they spent considerable sums for transportation, subsistence, 
and the relief of soldiers’ families.* 1 In New Jersey there were more than 
one hundred laws passed at one session of the legislature authorizing vari- 
ous districts to incur obligations for this purpose.* 2 New York spent over 
$86,000,000; the total for the states and localities for the latter half of 
the war was in excess of $286,000,000; that of the national government 
more than $300,000,000. To figure the grand total of the country's mer- 
cenary bill would require the inclusion of various other items such as sub- 
stitute fees; it is the estimate of Dr. Shannon that this total "could not be 
far short of three-quarters of a billion dollars.” ” 

Nor can it be said that the results of the bounty system justified the 
means. On the contrary the results were pernicious, raising the price of 
substitutes, retarding enlistment (for prospect of a higher bounty would 
cause men to hold back, if money was the motive), producing a low class 
of men known as "bounty brokers," and creating the practice of "bounty 
jumping." With no intention of serving in the army, a man would enlist 
in one locality, collect the cash bounties there, desert, and enlist under a 
different name in another locality, and repeat the practice as long as he 
could evade detection. Some bounty jumpers "enlisted as many as twenty 
times and receded as much as $8000 per man.” 24 In one case a man 
"confessed to having 'jumped the bounty thirty-two times." ” 

Meanwhile the pay of the soldier, though high in comparison with that 
in European armies, was far below prevailing wage scales. At the beginning 
of the war the pay was $1 1 a month; by 1 864 it was increased to $16, 
but the increase was more than offset by the depreciation of the green- 
back.” The enormous amounts spent for bounties, if the intention was 
actually to put the money to the use of soldiers or their families, might 
better have been devoted to increasing the soldier's regular pay. 1 ’ 

In view of the conditions which prevailed in the war department and 
in the Union army, it is not surprising that desertion was a common fault. 
Even so the actual extent of it, as shown in official reports, comes as a dis- 
tinct shock. Though the determination of the full number is a bit compli- 
cated, the total would seem to have been well over 200,000.** From New 

*' Report of Adjutant General of Ilhnoit (t886), I, 198-209. 

** Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 249. 

» Shannon, II, 80. 

14 James Barnett, “The Bounty Jumpers of Indiana,” Cm! War Hist, IV, 431 
{Dee., 1 9 5*0- 

* s Offic. Rec , 3 sex., V, 725. 

14 Shannon, I, 246. 

** For comment on the hopelessness of the bounty system and the urgent need 
for reform, see N. Y. Timet, July *3, 1862, p. 4. 

** On September it, 1865, the provost marshal general estimated the total 
number of desertions from the army to be r 95,255, not including drafted men who 
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York there were 44,913 deserters according to the records; from Pennsyl- 
vania, 24,050; from Ohio, 18,354. The daily hardships of war, deficiency 
in arms, forced marches (which sometimes made straggling a necessity for 
less vigorous men), thirst, suffocating heat, disease, delay in pay, 28 solici- 
tude for family, impatience at the monotony and futility of inactive service, 
and (though this was not the leading cause) panic on the eve of battle — 
these were some of the conditioning factors that produced desertion. Many 
men absented themselves merely through unfamiliarity with military dis- 
cipline or through the feeling that they should be “restrained by no other 
legal requirements than those of the civil law governing a free people”; 
and such was the general attitude that desertion was often regarded “more 
as a refusal ... to ratify a contract than as the commission of a grave 
crime.” 30 


The sense of war weariness, the lack of confidence in commanders, 
and the discouragement of defeat tended to lower the morale of the 
Union army and to increase desertion. General Hooker estimated in 1863 
that 85,000 officers and men had deserted from the Army of the Potomac, 
while it was stated in December of 1862 that no less than 180,000 of the 
soldiers listed on the Union muster rolls were absent, with or without 
leave. 31 Abuse of sick leave or of the furlough privilege was one of the 
chief means of desertion. Other methods were: slipping to the rear during 
a battle, inviting capture by the enemy (a method by which honorable 
service could be claimed), straggling, taking French leave when on picket 
duty, pretending to be engaged in repairing a telegraph line, et cetera. 
Some of the deserters went over to the enemy not as captives but as sol- 
diers; others lived in a wild state on the frontier; some turned outlaw or 
went to Canada; some boldly appeared at home; in some cases deserter 
gangs, as in western Pennsylvania, formed bandit groups. 

To suppress desertion the extreme penalty of death was at times ap- 
plied, especially after 1863; but this meant no more than the selection of 
a few men as public examples out of many thousands equally guilty. The 
commoner method was to make public appeals to deserters, promising 
pardon in case of voluntary return with dire threats to those who failed 
to return. That desertion did not prevent a man posing after the war as an 


^'l Cd r , CP0rt : 0fr,c ■ P ' c f-’ 3 ser., V, 109. On December 31, 1865 it was slated 
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honorable soldier is evident by a study of pension records. The laws re- 
quired honorable discharge as a requisite for a pension; but in the case of 
those charged with desertion Congress passed numerous private and spe- 
cial acts "correcting" the military record.” 


As to the central directing force in control of the army, the story is 
one of slow and confused evolution. Under the Constitution the President 
is named commander-in-cVnef of the army and navy of the United States, 
but Lincoln did not, of course, take to the battlefield in person. 1 The Presi- 
dent's principal military adviser at the outbreak of the war was General 
Winfield Scott, for whose “most distinguished character, as a military cap- 
tain” Lincoln had great respect. 1 Scott was, however, older than the na- 
tional capitol and was physically incapable of commanding an army in the 
field. Consequently he was obliged to entrust actual battle operations to 
his subordinates, such as General Frdmont in Missouri and General 
McDowell in Virginia. The staff of the army, if it can be so called, con- 
sisted of Scott and a few heads of departments and bureaus, such as the 
quartermaster general, the adjutant general, and the chief of ordnance. 
Civilian direction of the war effort would normally hate fallen to Cam- 
eron, but the secretary of war was so inefficient that he shoved many of 
his duties off on Chase, the ambitious and able secretary of the treasury. 
As Chase later explained: "The President and Secretary of War com- 
mitted to me for a time the principal charge of what related to Kentucky 
and Tennessee, and 1 was very active also in promoting the measures 
deemed necessary for the safety of Missouri- . . . While he was Secre- 
tary of War, General Cameron conferred much with me. I never under- 
took to do any thing in his department, except when asked to give my 
help, and I gave it willingly.” * 

The first battle of Bull Run showed the consequences of this system 
of divided responsibilities, and, as previously noted, Lincoln brought 
McClellan to Washington. For a time McClellan worked under Scott's 
direction, but the "Little Napoleon” soon came to regard the old general 
as "a fearful incubus” who "always comes in the way, . . . understands 
nothing, appreciates nothing,” and he began dealing directly with the 
President and the cabinet, ignoring his military superior. 4 Finally, on 

■ z W. H. Glasson, Federal Military Pensions in the United States, 276 n. 

v Lincoln did take part in the Union ©peiations which ltd to the capture of 
Norfolk in May, 1862. J. W. Schuckers, The Life and Public Servicer of Salmon 
Portland Chase, 366—374. In addition he came under enemy fire during Early's 
raid upon Washington in 1864, J. H. Cramer, Lincoln Under Enemy Fire, passim. 

2 Lincoln, Collected Works, IV, 137. 

* David Donald, ed.. Inside Lincoln's Cabinet, t2. 

4 C. W. Elliott, Winfield Scott: The Soldier and the Man, 735-736, 
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November i, 1861, McClellan forced Scott to retire and himself assumed 
the double roles of general-in-chief of all the Union armies and com- 
mander-in-chief of the forces in northern Virginia. 

But as winter passed into spring and McClellan failed to move against 
the Confederates, his enemies began to agitate against him. The first six 
months of 1862 saw a gradual whittling away of the general’s extraordi- 
nary powers. On March 8 Lincoln, against McClellan’s wishes, reorgan- 
ized the Army of the Potomac by grouping its divisions into corps. The 
four corps commanders were not special friends of McClellan’s but were 
chosen by the President from among those elder generals whose point of 
view was similar to his own.” 5 Three days later, as McClellan was about 
to begin the Peninsula campaign, Lincoln relieved him of his duties 
as general-in-chief, restricting his role to that of commander of the De- 
partment of the Potomac. The same order showed that the new secretary 
of war had taken over from Chase the reins of civilian administration; it 
required “ail the commanders of departments” to send "prompt, full, and 
frequent reports” to Stanton, rather than to McClellan. 0 Though there 
was much political hostility and personal jealousy behind these anti- 
McClellan moves, they were entirely justified. The general had attempted 
to do far more than any one man could have accomplished. 

While McClellan was fighting on the Peninsula, Lincoln and Stanton 
attempted personally to exercise a central direction over the war effort, 
nombly in their effort to trap Stonewall Jackson in the Shenandoah Valley. 
Painfully aware that he was "the depositor)’ of the power of the govern- 
ment and had no military knowledge,” the President in March, 1862, 
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Order began to emerge from the chaos when Lincoln, on July ii, 
1862, appointed General Halleck “to command the whole land forces of 
the United States as General-in-Chief.” 8 Though Halleck exhibited nei- 
ther the daring nor the decisiveness which Lincoln had desired, he did 
have “the happy faculty of being able to communicate civilian ideas to a 
soldier and military ideas to a civilian and make both of them understand 
what he was talking about.” “ His tiny office, which initially had only 
seven officers and sixteen enlisted men, did serve in some measure to give 
a central strategic direction to the war. Increasingly Secretary Stanton was 
allowed to devote his abundant energies to problems of procurement and 
supply. There was still a great deal of confusion and working at cross- 
purposes, for the President was not a man to revere any table of organiza- 
tion; moreover, after four months of personal command, he was not "satis- 
fied to sit back and merely watch attentively." 11 

It was not until 1864 that the problem of organizing and administer- 
ing the Union armies was satisfactorily solved. On March 12 Lincoln 
brought in Grant from the West and, naming him Lieutenant General, as- 
signed him “to the command of the Annies of the United States." Halleck, 
relieved of his duty as general-in-chief, became “Chief of Staff of the 
Army, under direction of the Secretary of War and the Lieutenant General 
commanding." ,a Though not entirely free from flaws, the new arrange- 
ment did work. As T. Harry Williams remarks: “The arrangement of 
commander in chief, general in chief, and chief of staff gave the United 
States a modem system of command for a modem war. It was superior 
to anything achieved in Europe until von Moltke forged the Prussian staff 
machine of 1866 and xSyo." 11 


3 

The discussion of practices concerning prisoners in the Civil War has 
become so largely the theme of vituperation and recrimination on both 
sides that it may well give pause to the historian. Harrowing stories of 
suffering among prisoners can be produced ad nauseam; volumes of abuse, 
growing out of the desperate feeling engendered by such suffering, were 
poured forth on both sides. Professor Channing concludes that "each gov- 
ernment cared for its enemy prisoners about as well as . . . for its own 
soldiers”; while Dr. Hesseltine has pointed out that each side displayed 
mismanagement, congestion, and unfitness in officer personnel, and that 
in the North as well as the South one finds disease, filth, depression, dis- 
order, vermin, poor food, lack of elementary sanitation, and, as a result, 

• Lincoln, Collected Works, V, 3 12-313. 

1* T. Hair? Williams, Lincoln anti His Generals, 301. 

11 K. P. Williams, Lincoln Finds a General, V, 177. 

1* Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 239. 

11 Williams, Lincoln end His Generals, 302—303. 
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intolerable misery and death on an appalling scale. 1 Had the struggle not 
been between sections of a once-united country a system for the exchange 
of prisoners might have been worked out which would have mitigated the 
evil by greatly reducing the number of prisoners held. As it was, this prob- 
lem, though a matter of frequent negotiation, became so entangled with 
the issue of Confederate status, and so involved in recriminating and re- 
taliatory declarations, that efforts toward a consistent general policy broke 
down; and, though exchanges and releases on parole did take place to a 
certain extent especially earlier in the war, there was never any enduring 
plan for such exchange and release worked out by the belligerents. 

Early in the war the threat to treat Confederate .privateersmen as 
pirates, which involved the penalty of death, was met by Southern counter 
threats of retaliation against selected Northern hostages; and until this 
was adjusted by the Northern decision that privateersmen were to be dealt 
with as prisoners of war, no general cartel could be reached. If during this 
period captives were exchanged or released, it was done on the basis of 
some special understanding between commanders. As the war progressed 
and the number of captives increased, the demand for some general plan 
of exchange became insistent; and a cartel was arranged on July 22, 1862, 
by General John A. Dix for the United States and General D. H Hill for 
the Confederacy The purpose was to effect the release of all prisoners of 
warj and to deal with the problem of an excess on one side or the other 
. n aV ' n ,f., SUrp . US pnso " ers released under parole not to take up arms 
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presented a special problem; and that, with the prospect of being paroled, 
men would purposely fall into the hands of the enemy.* 

While the exchange system was thus under constant strain, military 
seventy, followed by retaliation and counter-retaliation, caused a break- 
down. On June 7, 1862, General B. F. Butler, in occupation of Louisiana, 
caused a Southern citizen, Mumford by name, to be executed by sentence 
of a military commission for tearing down tbe Union flag in New Orleans. 5 
This brutal and needlessly severe act, coming at a time when Confederate 
authorities were charging Union commanders with similar severities else- 
where, brought sorry consequences to both North and South and con- 
tributed materially to the discontinuance of the cartel. On December 23, 
1862, President Jefferson Davis proclaimed Butler (known in the South 
as "Beast Butler”} a felon, an outlaw, and an enemy of mankind; and 
ordered that in the event of his capture "the officer in command of the 
capturing force do cause him to be immediately executed by hanging.” In 
the same proclamation Davis also ordered "that no commissioned officer 
of the United States, taken captive, shall be released on parole, before ex- 
change, until the said Butler shall have met with due punishment for his 
crime." * 

Butlers vicious act and Davis’s hot retaliation had injected a new 
element into the cartel situation. On December 28, 1862, Stanton ordered 
the exchange of commissioned officers to be discontinued.’ Further diffi- 
culties arose because of the use of Negro troops by the United States, re- 
fusal of Confederate authorities to exchange these Negro soldiers and their 
white officers as prisoners of war, and misunderstanding as to Southern 
prisoners released on parole at Vicksburg and Port Hudson. Grant charged 
the Confederates with had faith in later using these paroled men as soldiers, 
while the Confederate authorities answered that the paroles were irregular 
and invalid. 

As a result of all this, the sjstem of exchanges under the cartel broke 
down; and from 1863 forward the number of prisoners on each side enor- 
mously increased. There were, it is true, some exchanges later in the war; 
there was a Confederate attempt to negotiate a new cartel through Vice- 
President A. H. Stephens; and there was endless negotiation between 
Robert Ould, Confederate agent of exchange, and W. H. Ludlow, Union 
agent for the same purpose. All this, however, failed to bring a restoration 
of any such system as the Dix-Hill cartel. Then in 1864 another factor 
arose — the grim, fight-it-out attitude of General Grant, who ordered on 
April 17, 1864,* that no more exchanges of Confederate prisoners be per- 
mitted until the Confederates should cease discriminating against colored 

* Ibid., 76 ff. 

1 Offic. Bft.i 2 Kr., m. 673. 

* Moore, Piefcetl- P,rc. (Doc.), VI, 291-293. 

* Offic. Tire., 2 in., V, 12S; Rhodes, Uni. of U. S.. V, 485. 
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prisoners and should release enough Union prisoners to offset the paroled 
men of Vicksburg and Port Hudson who in his view had violated their 
paroles. Various proposals for even exchange, man-for-man and officer-for- 
officer, were now being put forward by the Confederates; but they were 
rejected until January, 1865, when Grant, realizing that the war was 
nearly over, consented to the policy of even exchange. 9 

This subject of the exchange of prisoners, bothersome as it is, is at 
the heart of the problem and must be understood before any comment on 
the treatment of prisoners can be attempted. Amazing numbers of prisoners 
were taken and held. According to official reports as analyzed by J. F. 
Rhodes, the Confederates captured 2x1,000 Federal soldiers, of whom 

16.000 were released on the field; while the Federals captured the enor- 
mous number of 462,000, of whom 247,000 were paroled on the field. 
Subtracting those paroled on the field, the Confederates took nearly 

195.000 Unionists and the Unionists about 215,000 Confederates. The 
embarrassment of the South, especially in the latter part of the war, in at- 
tempting to care for these hordes of captives at a time when its own trans- 
portation and supply system was breaking down, when Sherman and Grant 
were hammering at the gates, and when effective officers and men were 
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quantity and better In quality than those furnished to Confederate troops in 
the field. This has been because, until February. 1864, the Quartermasters 
Department furnished the prisoners, and often had provisions or funds, when 
the Commissary Department was not so well provided. Once and only once, for 
a few wrels. the prisoners ssere without meat, but a larger quantity of bread 
and vegetable food was in consequence supplied to them. Host often the gallant 
men composing the Confederate Army, base been ssithout meat, for even longer 
Intervals, your committee do not deem it necessary to say. ... It is well 
knosvn that this quantity of food {given the prisoners] is sufficient to keep in 
health a man who does not labour hard. [The statements Issued by the Northern 
Sanitary Commission] are merely conjectural .... and cannot weigh against 
the positise testimony of those who superintended the delivery of large quanti- 
ties of food according to a fixed ratio, for the number of men to be 

fed.” 

It was in February of 1864 that prisoners began to anis e at Anderson- 
ville; in Mav the number had reached 15,000; by the close of July there 
were over j 1,000. In the one month of August nearly three thousand 
prisoners are reported to have died (approximately one hundred a day). 
Some of the figures are unreliable, but one may note that prisoners' graves 
in the AndersonviIIe cemetery number 12,912. The sickening story of 
Andersonville, however, is rot to be set down. In the manner of lurid 
prison literature, as a chapter in Confederate cruelty; it is the tragedy of 
an impossible situation forced by the barbarity of war. Of Libby prison at 
Richmond, of Belle Isle (a misnamed island in the James at Richmond), 
and of minor Southern prisons at Macon. Salisbury, and Columbia, at 
Millers, Charleston, Savannah, and Florence, there is no room to speak. In 
most of these prisons conditions were better than at Andersonville, some 
of the evils that did exist being traceable to the vicious character of the 
prisoners themselves; for Northern bummers, criminals, and bounty- 
jumpers were among the Union men captured. As Dr. Hesseltine points 
out, the harrowing personal memoirs of prisoners, which generally follow 
a set pattern, are to be taken cum g tano salts; " and the careful student 
will tend to agree with him in rejecting the legend of willful Southern 
atrocities. 

Among the prisons of the North were Johnson’s Island (in Lake Erie 
near Sandusky), some barracks at Elmira, New York, various forts (e.g., 
Castle Williams and Fort Lafayette) in New York harbor. Fort Warren 
(Boston), Fort McHenry (Baltimore), Point Lookout (St. Mary's County, 
Maryland), Rock Island Prison (Rock Island, Illinois), Benton Barracks 
(Missouri), and various “Camps” named for this or that statesman, such 
as Camps Morton (Indianapolis), Chase (Columbus), Randall (Madison, 
Wisconsin), Douglas (Chicago), and Butler (Springfield, Illinois). To 

” Report of Committee of Confederate Congress, E. A. Pollard, Lost Cause, 

636-437. 

11 Hesseltine, 348 £f. 
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describe in detail the varying conditions in these many prisons would re- 
quire a volume for each one; it is enough, perhaps, to observe with Bruce 
Catton that "Northern camps killed their full quota of Southerners.” At 
Elmira, for instance, 775 of the 8347 prisoners died of disease within 
three months, and no wonder, for the river that flowed through the grounds 
was "green with putrescence, filling the air with its messengers of disease 
and death.” At Rock Island doctors reported “a striking want of some 
means for the preservation of human life which medical and sanitary sci- 
ence has indicated as proper.” At Camp Douglas “Filth, poor drainage, 
and overcrowding created a horror. . . .” 12 

On the other hand, if one were minded to consider the less gruesome 
aspects of the situation, it could be shown that prisoners were permitted 
to receive gifts from friends; that often they were given better clothing 
than they had when captured; that Confederate officers in uniform “con- 
tinued to wander the streets of Columbus and to register at the best 
hotels”; that Southern officers at Camp Chase were "permitted to retain 
their negro servants”; that time and again efForts were made to improve 
conditions; and that genuine kindness was shown by prison officials, as in 
the case of Col. Pochard D. Owen (in charge of Camp Morton), who has 
been honored by an inscription now to be seen in the Indiana State House, 
in which Southern soldiers under his charge pay tribute to his generosity. 

It should not be forgotten that in treating the subject of prisoners one 
is dealing with some of the most venomous aspects of war psychosis. In 
this state of mind shocking tales of atrocities were deliberately circulated 
and widely believed. Harrowing stories of prisoners’ sufferings appeared 
in the daily papers. Secretary of War Stanton announced: "The enormity 
of the crime committed by the rebels towards our war prisoners . . . can- 
not but fill with horror the civilized world when the facts are revealed. 
There appeared to have been a deliberate system of savage and barbarous 
treatment and starvation.” 14 Public opinion in the North was fed upon 
stories of Southern vindictiveness, and Northern readers were informed 
of the superiority of Union prisons in the treatment of Southerners. Con- 
versely in the South there were fierce denunciations of Yankee brutality. 
E. A. Pollard, for example, wrote of the Yankees’ "cruel purpose to let 
their prisoners rot and die,” while on the other hand he blames conditions 
in Southern prisons upon the authorities at Washington. 15 As already ex- 
plained, the Confederates resented the failure of the United States gov- 
ernment to cooperate in the exchange of prisoners, such failure being at- 
tributed to a deliberate purpose to inflict suffering upon enemy captives 
in disregard of the woes of Northern as well as Southern soldiers. 

>959) Catl0n ’ ' TnSOn CamPS ^ thC CiVfl War ” Am - Herita Z e > X, 8, 96 (Aug., 

14 T. Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals. 

lt Pollard, Lost Cause, 625. 
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To pursue the subject fully would be to examine mountains of testi- 
mony, to note wide variations between different prisons, to support many 
accusations while refuting Olliers, to record the effects of threatened retalia- 
tion, and to obsene the apparent inability of the statesmanship of the 
period to deal adequately with a problem which was unavoidably vexa- 
tious. In so complex a field any offhand generalisation must break down; 
and after following the subject to its farthest limits the fair-minded ob- 
server, though he m3> find man> a commentary on the hideous realities 
of war, will be likely to discountenance any sweeping reproach by one side 
upon the other, and to conclude that whatever be the message of the dead 
at Andcrsonvillc and Hock Island, that message is not to he read as a man- 
date for the perpetuation of sectional blame and censure. 



CHAPTER 19 


The War Treasury 


In struggling to finance the war, the government of the United States 
faced apparently insuperable difficulties. Two economists have summarized 
these problems: The American economy was overwhelmingly agricultural. 
The national income was low (estimated at $4.3 billion, or $140 per 
capita), and savings were not available in large enough quantities to make 
it easy for the government to obtain large funds. Moreover, the revenue 
system, being based on customs, sales of public land, and miscellaneous 
sources, lacked the elasticity required for overnight expansion. Excise taxes 
ad not been levied for a generation, and the income tax was unknown. 
Ihe methods of borrowing were not much more efficient. . . . The 
Federal government had no central bank which could act as its fiscal 
agent, and not having had any contact with banks for nearly twenty years, 
it did not know how to deal with them in placing loans. The banking busi- 
ness was conducted by 1600 state banks, each going its own merry way; 
7000 different kinds of bank notes circulated, with more than half being 

Until these difficulties could be cleared up, the Federal government 
had to resort in hit-or-miss fashion to every available method of raising 
money: borrowing, taxing, issuing paper money, and creating markets for 
Union bonds through a new federal banking system. Speaking broadly, 
government financed itself during the war chiefly by loans and paper 
money; in comparison to the amount obtained from these sources, the 
sums coUected ,n taxes were small. In the first year of the war, loans ex- 
ceeded t a X e S more than eightfold. As the war progressed, however, the ratio 
of loans to taxes decreased, until in the last year of the war it was less than 
W , a , r l03nS t0 ° k Van ' 0US forms ’ instituting a sort of 
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Staler, ^37'. StaienAi 3nd Herman E - Krooss, Financial History of the United 
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The most noticeable features of the wartime borrowing are the Im- 
mense issues of paper money (which cannot be dissociated from other 
phases of public credit) and the considerable volume of short-term loans 
at high interest. The obligations which ran for three years and bore 7.30 
per cent interest,* as will be seen in the table on pages 342—343, ran to 
an immense figure. It is obvious that terms so disadvantageous to the gov- 
ernment added considerably to the cost of the war. The total amount re- 
ceived from loans, including treasury notes, during the war — i.e., for the 
four fiscal years 1862-1865 inclusive — was 2621 million * dollars as com- 
pared to 667 million received from taxes.* 

2 

For the treasury portfolio Lincoln had made a political choice. 
Salmon P. Chase of Ohio, a strait-laced but high-minded statesman, was 
an antislavery leader, a Free-Soil organizer, and an anti-Douglas Democrat 
who had turned to the Republican party on the slavery issue. Chase no 
sooner took office than he discovered that the treasury faced an alarming 
crisis. Since 1857 declining tariff revenues had obliged the government to 
resort to deficit financing, and so great had been the distrust of Buchanan’s 
administration in financial circles that Chase’s predecessors had been 
obliged to make “short-term borrowing ... the predominant feature of 
government finance." 1 Confronted with a virtually empty treasury and a 
mounting pile of requisitions to be paid, Chase promptly learned the ardu- 
ous extent of his responsibilities; though not a financial expert, he was 
expected to advise with congressmen as to the framing of financial bills, 
to obtain money from keen-minded bankers and investors, to prepare esti- 
mates of revenue and expenditure in a time of great uncertainty and of 
unscientific budgets, to devise new schemes of currency and banking, and 
to direct the administration of unusual measures, such as the law for the 
seizure of captured and abandoned property in the South. 

Chase’s first report as secretary of the treasury had an unfortunate ef- 
fect. Bankers had hoped that he would outline an adequate tax program; 
but when instead of this he indicated that borrowing would be the gov- 
ernment’s main reliance, there developed in financial circles a doubt as to 
the secretary’s competence and a misgiving as to the nation’s credit. The 
storm over the Trent affair, with its menace of war with England, broke at 
this time; and, though this was entirely beyond his control, Chase found 
himself face to face with a sharp financial crisis. As has been explained by 

* The rate of 7.30 per cent was adopted because of convenience. On a one- 
hundred-dollar note the interest woutd be two cents a day. 

* On July 1, r86t, the public debt of the United States stood at $90 million. 
Report, Sec. of Treas , 1865, House Ex Doe. No. 3, 39 Cong., 1 sess., p. 253. 

s Dewey, Financial Hist of the U. S. (6th ed.), 299. 

1 Robert T. Patterson, “Government Finance on the Eve of the Civil War," 
Jour, of Ec. Hitt., XII, 43-44 (Winter, 1952). 
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Civil YVa* Loan* of m* United States Gove«nment (Continued) 


Date of the act 

Mature of (Ac loan, term, and 

Amount timed 

outstanding 
June jo, lS6j 

Act of Mat 3, 
1664 

‘Ten-forties " Interest, 5% 

f17i.770.IOO 

t 171.770,100 00 

Acts of Mar 1, 

■ 862, and 
Mar j, t S6 j 

One-year certificates of indebtedness 
Interest, 6% 


115,772,00000 

Acts of July 17, 

1 96 1, and 
Mar 3, iS6j 

Postal currency 

:o. 192,4 56 

9,915,40866 

Same law? as 
for preceding 

Notes of fractional parts of one dollar - 

I 

(Not specified] 

15,090410 10 

Act of June 30, 
1864 

“Five-twenties" — bonds running not 
less than 5 nor more than 20 years 
Interest, 6% . 1 

91.7S9.OOO ; 

91,789,00000 

Act of June 30, 
1864 

Interest-bearing treasury notes, pay- 
able in j ytars 6 % compound in- 

178,756,080 

178,756,08000 

Act of June 30, 
1864 

Interest-bearing treasury noces, pay- 
able in 3 years Interest, 7 30% 

234,400,000 

234,400,00000 

Acts of July 1, 
186a, and 

July 2,1864 

Thirty-year bonds to Central Pacific 

S R Co Interest, 6% 

1,258,000 

1,258,00000 

Act of Mar. 3, 
1865 

Three-year treasury notrs Interest, 

7 3°% 

437.210,400 

437.210,400 00 

Total indebtedr 

less of the U. S , June 30, 1865 1 


2.682,593,026 53 

* Thu total in 
outstanding in 1! 

eludes the items shown in the table, and 
S6l. 

in addition vane 

lus items of debt 


for two weeks, the New York banks were compelled ... to suspend 
specie payments on the thirtieth day of December [1861] Banks in other 
cities speedily followed suit. The suspension of the national Treasury was 
entailed as a necessary consequence of the suspension of the banks. Thus 
the first day of the new year 1 862 saw the collapse of the whole scheme of 
national finance.” * 

* White, Money and Banking (5th edO, 109, citing Wesley C. Mitchell in 
Jour, of Pot. Econ., VII, 289—3x6 (June, 1899). 
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After encountering serious difficulties in marketing government bonds, 
Secretary Chase made the powerful firm of Jay Cooke and Company the 
sole subscription agent for the distribution of the bonds of the United 
States. Cooke thus came to be known as the “financier of the Civil War.” 
With his sub-agencies throughout the country, his lavish use of newspaper 
advertising, and his vivid appeals to workingmen to put their savings into 
government bonds, the loans were quickly marketed. Some thought, how- 
ever, that it was unsatisfactory to have the government represented in 
these matters by one who was not its official, and whose commission was 
merely a matter of informal exchange of letters with the secretary of the 
treasury. Nor was the floating of the bonds entirely a matter of Cooke’s 
promotional sagacity. Bankers and men of wealth were the chief sub- 
scribers; the bonds and interest-bearing treasury notes were good invest- 
ments; and Chase squirmed considerably under the terms and conditions 
to which the government was subjected. 

Owing to the expectation of a short war and the reluctance of Congress 
to place burdens upon the people, the levying of taxes was at first inade- 
quate. Since customs duties served as a small source of revenue, the chief 
taxes were internal. One of the most curious of the wartime levies was the 
“direct tax" law of August 5, 1861. Each state was given its quota of the 
tax, the apportionment being based on population, as provided by the Con- 
stitution. It is generally held by authorities in public finance that ability to 
pay, not numbers, is the proper criterion for taxation; and it may be noted 
that Congress in passing this direct tax was using an obsolescent method of 
taxation, a method soon to be entirely abandoned. The law called for 
$20,000,000 to be raised in this fashion by the states; but the tax ulti- 
mately yielded only $17,000,000. It does not loom large in the history of 
Civil War finance, but it has a curious interest derived from the fact that 
the Federal government actually made determined attempts to collect the 
tax in the South and enforce penalties for its nonpayment by Southerners. 

Another of the minor sources of revenue was the income tax law of 
August 5, 1861. From the wording of the measure it would seem that 
this act should have served as the mainstay of the treasury. As first passed 
it fixed a tax of 3 per cent on incomes in excess of $800 a year, 3 the rate 
being later increased so that by act of June 30, 1864, incomes up to $5000 
bore 5 per cent, the exemption being reduced to $600; while on higher 
incomes the rate on the excess was 7V$ per cent on amounts from $5000 
to $10,000, and 10 per cent on amounts over $io,ooo. 4 

Tin's was the first income tax ever levied by the United States govern- 
ment. It had a place in the Federal budget for ten fiscal years C1863— 

3 There was an $800 exemption, the amount of the excess above $800 being 
taxed at 3 per cent. U. S. Slat, at Large, XII, 309. 

4 Ibid., XIII, 223, 281. 
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1872), the total amount received in this decade being $346,911,760.' 
The sum collected during the war years (1863—1865), however, 
amounted to only $55,000,000. The measure stands as an interesting ex- 
periment in public finance, whose merits deserved more postwar considera- 
tion than they received. 

The most important of the wartime taxes were the various internal 
revenue duties. The excise was a subject on which the American people 
had a "complex" — an adverse attitude reaching back though the Whisky 
Rebellion into colonial days, when English ministries were given to under- 
stand that internal taxation was taboo so far as the mother country was 
concerned. Yet despite this adverse background it was a huge excise which 
provided the bulk of the Federal revenues. The internal revenue law of 
July 1, 1862, has been broadly described as an attempt to tax everything. 
With regard to a carriage, for instance, the leather, cloth, wood, and metal 
would be taxed as raw materials; the manufacturer was taxed for the 
process of putting them together; the dealer was taxed for selling the car- 
riage; and the purchaser, having paid a price sufficient to cover these vari- 
ous levies, was taxed in addition for its ownership. So also with other 
luxuries. All sorts of manufactures were made to contribute their share. 

. . . Spirituous and malt liquors and tobacco were relied upon for a very 
large share of revenue; a considerable sum was expected from stamps; .... 
Manufactures of cotton, wool, flax, hemp, iron, steel, wood, stone, earth, and 
every other material were taxed three per cent. Banks, insurance and railroad 
companies, telegraph companies, and all other corporations were made to pay 
tribute. The butcher paid thirty cents for every beef slaughtered, ten cents for 
every hog, five cents for every sheep. Carriages, billiard tables, yachts, gold 
and silver plate, and all other articles of luxury were levied upon heavily. Every 
profession and every calling, except the ministry of religion, was included 
within the far-reaching provisions of the law and subjected to tax for license. 
Bankers and pawn brokers, lawyers and horse-dealers, physicians and confec- 
tioners, commercial brokers and peddlers, proprietors of theatres and jugglers 
on the street, were indiscriminately summoned to aid the National Treasury. 
The law was so extended and so minute that it required thirty printed pages 
of royal octavo and more than twenty thousand words to express its provisions * 

This wide range of schedules having been established in 1862, con- 
sumers and producers became accustomed to the new taxes, so that later 
in the war it was merely necessary to increase the rates. This having been 
done, the internal revenue system, including the income tax, produced 
for the year 1864—1865 a yield of $209,000,000.' Used to a restricted 
Federal government in the days of Buchanan, the people were rapidly ac- 

“ Richardson, Messages and Papers, X, 4«S- 

* Blaine, Twenty Years, I, 43$. 

T Report, Sec. of the Treas., 1865, House Ex. Doc. Ho. 3, 39 Cong., 1 sen , 
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customing their eyes to the spectacle of a leviathan state, a giant whose 
tendency has been to grow enormously with every emergency and somehow 
to beep his growth after the emergency has passed. 

3 

In addition to taxes and loans the government had recourse to large 
amounts of paper money, for the dislocation occasioned by the suspension 
of specie payments at the end of 1861 caused congressional financiers to 
look elsewhere than to hard-monev methods for the solution of fiscal prob- 
lems. With die treasury nearly empty, financial markets shaken, foreign 
bankers unsympathetic, taxation inadequate, and loans unmarketable ex- 
cept at a discount, the door of escape by way of paper money seemed most 
tempting. Without consulting the treasury department, Representative 
E. G. Spaulding of New York introduced a bill for the issue of treasury 
notes to be made legal tender in payment of all debts. What it amounted 
to was that the United States government was "making money” by means 
of the printing press. Though not "fiat money” in the bald sense, this paper 
currency had features which resembled fiat money. Some of its advocates, 
indeed, regarded such money as sound and proper. 

Many questions were raised in debate concerning this measure of 
financial extremity. Was it necessary? Would the people fail the govern- 
ment in the matter of taxes and loans? Would not the patriotic impulse 
supply the treasury as it was filling the armies? Was not the issuing of ir- 
redeemable paper money as legal tender a breach of contract? Since gold 
was virtually the prewar money of the country, would it not be bad faith 
to introduce paper for the payment not only of government obligations but 
of private debts as well? What about the rights of creditors who had paid 
out gold and were to be repaid in paper? Was it not bad ethics to permit 
a man to pay ofE his debts at a discount, and in so doing to have all the force 
of the government and its courts at his disposal? Was it not a forced 
loan? Would not such action injure public credit; would it not seriously em- 
barrass sounder schemes of finance which the treasury might attempt? 
And would not this display of “governmental bankruptcy” embolden and 
encourage the enemy? Besides, where was the constitutional power in Con- 
gress to make paper money legal tender? 

In support of the measure it was argued that there was no choice. The 
bill was a necessity, said its advocates. The treasury was facing staggering 
expenditures. The government would be sadly hampered in the war if this 
important power were withheld. As to the alternative plan being worked 
out by tire treasury department with leading bankers, it was held that this 
would take too long to mature, 1 and that the banks would not take the 

1 While the legal tender bill was pending in Congress, Chase was in consulta- 
tion with representative bankers; and a "plan” was worked out involving some of the 
features of the later national banking system but avoiding the necessity of making 



The War Treasury 


347 


notes unless they were made legal tender. The bill was defended as a war 
measure — a drastic remedy that would not be thought of as part of a 
sound, permanent policy — yet it was pointed out that the danger of using 
this medicine as food in normal times was a real menace and should be 
stoutly resisted. The law was passed in a period of unsound bank cur- 
rency; and it was argued that the paper notes, with the faith of the gov- 
ernment and the wealth of the nation behind them, were preferable to the 
flood of irredeemable banknotes with which the country was then plagued. 1 

As passed into law on February 25, 1862, the legal tender act author- 
ized the issue of $i;o,ooo,ooo of non-interest-bearing "United States 
notes,” soon to be dubbed "greenbacks.” Such notes were vague promises 
to pay hard money; but no provision was made for their actual, specific 
redemption on demand, nor at any indicated time. They were receivable 
for internal taxes to the United States and for obligations of the United 
States except interest on bonds, which was to be paid in coin. The notes 
were declared to be "legal tender in payment of all debts, public and pri- 
vate, within the United States, except duties on imports and interest [on 
the public debt].” When received into the treasury they were to be re- 
issued. The same law provided for $500,000,000 of "five-twenty” bonds 
bearing 6 per cent; and the legal tender notes were made convertible in 
fifty-dollar lots into such bonds.* 

In the earlier phases of the proceedings concerning the legal tender 
bill the attitude of Secretary Chase was uncertain and it was thought that 
he opposed the measure. To set these doubts at rest he sent a letter to the 
committee on ways and means of the House (January 29, 1862) stating 
that because of the governments financial difficulties he considered that 
“it had become necessary that we should resort to the issue of United States 
notes." Chase had indeed opposed the measure at first; and when circum- 
stances overbore this opposition, his approval was given with reluctance. 
In a few months he asked Congress for more paper money, and Congress 
responded with the act oF July 11, 1862, authorizing an additional 
$150,000,000 of greenbacks and lowering the minimum denomination 
from five dollars to one dollar. A further increase was approved in 1863, 


the United Stales notes legal tender. Chase’s conferences with the bankers are of 
interest as showing that he was seeking to avert the legal tender act, while the 
slight attention of the lawmakers to the treasury’s efforts is illustrative of that poor 
coordination between the legislative and executive branches which has ever charac- 
terized the American system of government. 

2 The bill was supported by Spaulding. Tbaddeus Stevens, Fessenden, Wilson 
of Massachusetts, and Sherman of Ohio. Among its opponents were Collamer, 
Owen Lovejoy, Justin S. Morrill, King, Powell, and Saulsbury. Blaine, Twenty 
Years. I, 4 1 1-4*5- 

* This convertibility feature was soon dropped. By the act of March 3, 1863, 
such conversion was withheld as to further issues, while the right to obtain bonds 
for previously issued notes was withdrawn unless exercised by July 1, 1863. 
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so that by the close of the war a total of $450,000,000 of legal tender 
notes had been authorized. Actual issues reached $432,000,000. 


The inevitable differentiation between this type of currency and gold 
produced a complex of problems bound up with operations on the "Gold 
Exchange. An importer of goods would have to pay his foreign creditor in 
gold, or, what amounts to the same thing, in a bill of exchange on a gold 
basis. The requirements of international trade, involving contracts to pay 
in gold at the expiration of sixty or ninety days, created a legitimate de- 
mand for future gold; and a class of brokers naturally arose to handle these 
dealings in gold futures. Though speculative, such dealings were not the 
equivalent of mere gambling. The essence of gambling is that an artificial 
and unnecessary risk is created. In gold speculation the element of risk was 
inherent in the situation. The value of gold in terms of the greenback was 
an uncertain and fluctuating quantity; so that if gold brokers had not as- 
sumed the risk in gold futures, such risk would have fallen back upon deal- 
ers, importers, and any in fact who had need for gold in future business 
operations. Gold traders, presumably equipped with specialized aptitude 
and experience, enabled dealers to plan with reference to a definite future 
price of such gold as they might contract for. 

The first appearance of the premium on gold came as a result of the 
suspension of specie payments; with the advent of the greenback it became 
a regular and necessary factor in business. Finding their shops swamped, 
with customers overflowing to the sidewalks, the Wall Street brokers who 
dealt m foreign currencies obtained the use of a restaurant; then a more 
suitable budding was occupied and the Gold Exchange organized, with a 
old Exchange Bank as its adjunct. The gold room was a wartime phenom- 
enon which continued for seventeen years. As explained by Horace White 
the method of clearing was as follows: "Each transaction was noted on a 

l i ^ 4 bU> ' er 3nd SeUer - A11 Ae Eckels were passed 

into the bank. If Mr. A. had bought S 1,000,000 worth of gold from vari- 

ce U ivFn?f° nS ^ 7 10US PriCeSand h3d S ° ld 5999 ,ooo, then instead of re- 
, , a " d pa3 ; in 8 t0 f tiiese people he would settle onlv with the 

nafwhat rCCC1Ve 3t u , d ° Se ° f ^ day Sl ° 00 in 8° ld a "d would 

'""FT ^77 Was due from him as the resultant of all 
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themselves from loss. The consumer was not able to buy at the lowest price 
that the law of competition would, under other circumstances, have made. 
Commodities not of an exportable or importable kind were affected in less 
degree and at still longer range, but were not exempt from the influence. In 
short, the whole trade of the country, both external and internal, pivoted on the 
Gold Exchange. Gold being the universal liquidator of commerce, it was neces- 
sary to know where and at what price it could be obtained in any desired quan- 
tity. The Gold Exchange gave the answer to this question daily and hourly, and 
was accordingly indispensable. 1 

In addition to this element of legitimate service which the gold brok- 
ers performed, the system opened the way for abuse and speculation. By a 
fortunate estimate of future fluctuations a broker could make handsome 
gains; furthermore anyone might take his chance on the gold market as on 
the stock or grain markets with the hope of heavy killings if the dice 
should fall as he wished. There seemed no way of limiting gold operations 
to the necessary uses of commerce. So widespread and open was the trad- 
ing, and so disastrous were its effects upon public morale and government 
credit, that Congress decided to intervene. On June 17, 1864, when the 
ratio of paper to gold was about two to one. Congress passed the "gold bill,” 
forbidding any purely speculative trading In gold futures, and making it 
unlawful for anyone to contract for subsequent delivery of gold unless he 
possessed gold to this amount at the time the contract was made. For viola- 
tion of the act penalties of fine and imprisonment were imposed.* 

Confusion worse confounded was the result of this act. On June 18, 
1864, the gold premium stood at 95V4, i.e., it would require $1.9514 in 
paper to purchase one dollar in gold. By June 29 the premium had risen 
to 1 50, making it necessary to pay $2.50 for each gold dollar. An intoler- 
able situation had arisen; the legislators were deluged with complaints; 
and on July 2, fifteen days after it had been passed, the gold act was 
repealed.* 

By reference to the military situation it will be seen that the furor over 
the gold act synchronized with a period of panic as to national safety. 
Jubal A. Early was pressing on through Maryland; by July 1 1 he was at 
the doors of Washington. On that day the paper price of gold reached 
$2.84. In January, 1862, according to the statement of the comptroller of 
the currency, gold in New York was at the very low premium of iVt per 
cent. "On the 1st of January, 1864 [continued the comptroller], it opened 
at 52, went up to 88 on the 14th of April, and felt to 67 on the 19th of 
the same month. . . . On the 1st of July it was forced up to 185, but 
on the day following (the gold bill having been repealed) it fell to 130. On 
the 1 ith of the same month it went up again to 1 84; on the 1 5th it fell to 

* Horace White, Money and Banking, 5th ed., 126—127. 

* U. S Stat. at Large, XIII, 132-13 3. 

* Dewey, Financial Hist, of the U. S., 296-297. 
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144, and after various fluctuations dropped on the 26th of September 
to 87. ...” 4 

It should of course be added that there were numerous other influ- 
ences that produced gold fluctuations: indeed the gold market was about 
as thoroughly sensitized to the whole political and economic pulse of the 
country as the stock market. Changing currents of fiscal policy, debates in 
Congress, international crises, market fluctuations in United States bonds, 
changes in the personnel of government, pre-election news, and many 
other factors affected the price of gold, or, to put it in different words, in- 
fluenced the degree of depreciation of the greenback. 

5 

At the time of the Civil War the country lacked a uniform system of 
banking and banknote currency, and one of the important matters of war 
finance was the creation of such a system. Chase had early seen the need 
of reform in this field; and in his report of December, 1862, he outlined 
his plan for national banks and national bank currency. In view of the 
criticism of his treasury administration it may be well to note the favorable 
comment which this report evoked from the mayor of New York City. 
Mayor George Opdyke wrote to Chase that the report was "admirable both 
in matter and manner, superior ... to any state paper that has ever 
emanated from the Treasury Department. It is clear in statement, sound 
in theory, logical in argument, and most comprehensive in its grasp.” 1 
What Chase proposed was a system of national banking associations 
under Federal supervision, which would issue banknotes based upon 
United States bonds and guaranteed by the Federal government. In mak- 
ing this proposal he had in mind especially the evils of the existing state 
banknotes. These were of bewildering variety and great redundancy; the 
security back of them was flimsy; they were subject to wide and eccentric 
fluctuations; and so long as such wildcat currency existed, any plan for an 
adequate national currency was doomed. 

The delays and complications of legislative procedure which followed 
when Congress sought to meet Chase’s suggestions need not be noted here. 
The measure was promoted by such men as E. G. Spaulding, Samuel 
Hooper, and John Sherman; it was opposed by Collamer, Carlile, Howard 
of Michigan, and other conservatives. It became law on February 25, 1863; 
but this law had certain defects, so that Congress faced the whole prob- 
lem afresh and reframed the statute. It is therefore to the law of June 3, 
1864, that one must turn for the legislative basis of the national banking 
system as it emerged from the Civil War. Banking associations under na- 
tional charters were to be created anywhere in the United States, their or- 

* Report, Sec. of the Treas., 1864, House Exec. Doc. No. 3, 38 Cong., 2 sess., 
FP- 52 - 53 - 

5 Opdyke to Chase, Dec. 14, 1862. Chase Papers CMSS., Libr. of Cong.). 
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ganization and management to be supervised by a bureau of the treasury 
department, headed by a newly created officer to be known as the comp- 
troller of the currency. The minimum capital for each association was spec- 
ified, varying with the population of the city or town in which the bank 
might be founded Each shareholder was made doubly liable for the obli- 
gations of his bank. Every such bank was required to purchase United 
States bonds to an amount not less than $30,000, nor less than one third 
of its paid-in capital, these bonds to be deposited in the Federal treasury. 
A new form of currency was created known as “national banknotes." The 
comptroller of the currency was to issue the notes to the national banks, 
and they were to be equal in amount to 90 per cent of the value of the 
United States bonds received. The maximum amount of such banknotes 
was fixed at $300,000,000. 

Other provisions of the act were concerned with the maintenance of a 
required reserve against both banknotes and deposits; the depositing of 
such reserve in "reserve cities" (which permitted the concentration of 
bankers' funds in New York City); the appointment of receivers under na- 
tional supervision in the case of failed banks; and the use of the banks as 
depositaries and financial agents for the government. As a method of stim- 
ulating, or rather forcing, the sale of United States bonds, the national- 
hank act became an essential feature of Civil War finance. 

Organization of banks under the national banking act at first proceeded 
slowly. Initially New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore financiers 
were strongly hostile to the new arrangement. As Robert P. Sharkey points 
out, their "large eastern banks which depended \ery little upon note issues 
for their profits simply had very little to gain and something to lose in 
joining the system.” As late as 1864 the New York Clearing House re- 
sohed that "all National Bank currency be treated as uncurrent money 
unless the bank [in question] redeem at par through a member of this As- 
sociation.” Many western bankers, who "saw that the system would raise 
serious obstacles to their profitable privilege of issuing notes without re- 
straint,” were also slow to favor the national banking S3 stem. 5 Not until 
Congress on March 3, 1865,’ placed a tax upon state banknote issues did 
most of the state banks see the handwriting on the wall and make plans 
to join the national s>stem. During 1865, 1014 new national banks were 
organized, bringing the total number to 1601. 

When fully in operation, the national banking system did much to 
bring order and a degree of stability out of the previous financial chaos. 
The new national banknotes, based upon adequate resen cs, were in ev- 
ery sense superior to the fluctuating and unreliable state note issues which 
they replaced. On the other hand, “the arbitrary limit placed on the amount 

* Sharkey, Money, Class, anJ Parly, 299, 226—227. 

* Act of Mu. 3, 1865, to become effective July 1, 1866. V. S. Stal. at Large, 
XIII. 484. 
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of the national bank-note circulation,” "the irredeemability of that circu- 
lation,” and, especially, the concentration of "a large part of the nation’s 
hanking reserve in New York for use on the call loan market” contributed 
heavily to the periodic financial panics in the postwar decades. 4 Another 
of the inequities of the system as actually administered was the favoritism 
shown after the war to the eastern states, which received the lion’s share of 
the $300,000,000 of banknote circulation assigned by law as the maxi- 
mum for the whole country. As explained by George LaVeme Anderson, 
each state in the New England and Middle Atlantic regions obtained an 
amount of banknotes in excess of its quota, while not a state in the South 
received an amount equal to its quota. "Massachusetts [writes Anderson] 
received the circulation which would have been necessary to raise Vir- 
ginia, West Virginia, North and South Carolina, Louisiana, Florida and 
Arkansas to their legal quotas. . . . The little state of Connecticut had 
more national bank circulation than Michigan, Wisconsin, Iowa, Minne- 
sota, Kansas, Missouri, Kentucky and Tennessee. . . . Massachusetts 
had more than the rest of the Union exclusive of the New England and 
Middle Atlantic states.” 


Interesting comparison [he continues] can be made between comparatively 
small New England towns and the Southern states. Thus Woonsocket, Rhode 
Island, had more national hank circulation than North and South Carolina, 
Mississippi and Arkansas; Waterville, Maine, had nearly as much as Alabama; 
New Haven, Connecticut, had more than any single Southern state. Bridgeport 
in the same state had more than North and South Carolina, Alabama and 
Texas. Similar comparisons could be made, but enough have been suggested 
to show the true nature of the question. 

The per capita figures are just as astonishing. Rhode Island had $77.16 
for each inhabitant, Arkansas had 13 cents. No state in the Middle Atlantic or 
New England group had less than $1 1 per capita and no state outside of those 
groups, with the exception of Nevada, had more than $8. 

If it be said in answer to these facts that distributing circulation according 
to population w absurd ... it should be kept in mind that not a single 
Southern state had obtained, by October, 1 869, its legal share of the Si 50, 000,- 
::° lt f lch ™ t0 have T bcen apportioned according to existing banking capital, 
Z trt reS0U T ^ UiSiana entitIed t0 S 7 >*°°.°oo on this basis and 
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4 Sharkey, op. cit., 229—231. 
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tended toward the concentration of bank resources in New York, opened 
the way for serious abuse in the speculative exploitation of bank funds, and 
contributed to the sharp financial flurry of 1907. Proving inadequate as a 
nation-wide control of currency and banking, it was tardily superseded by 
an improved plan in the federal reserve act of 1913. 

6 

It is difficult to arrive at 3 sound appraisal of Chase’s performance as 
secretary of the treasury. All authorities admit that he was energetic, and 
virtually all stress his incorruptibility.* Cut later economists have generally 
condemned his financial policies, particularly his share in the movement 
for putting out great issues of paper money, his objection to the option by 
which the holder of legal tender notes could exchange them for six-per- 
ccnt government bonds payable in gold, and his refusal to insist upon 
prompt, stiff taxation. Chase's annual reports, declares Sidney Ratncr, re- 
veal “no adequate grasp of the serious financial situation.” * In his learned 
History of the Greenbacks, Wesley C. Mitchell blamed Chase’s ignorance 
and inexperience for the decision to issue legal-tender notes, which "in- 
creased the debt incurred during the war by a sum running into hundreds 
of millions.” * Don C. Barrett agreed that Chase did not bring to his office 
"those larger considerations of a finance minister which would lead to a 
proper anticipation of future needs and to a comprehensive and well- 
digested scheme of finance." 1 * * 4 Even more harsh was Albert S. Bolles's ver- 
dict: "Unskilled in finance, unwilling to learn, and, when going astray, 
persisUng in his course, Mr. Chase's failure was inevitable." * 

In Chase’s defense it must be pointed out that such criticisms often 
fail to take account of the magnitude and urgency of the problems which 
the secretary faced; he "was operating with untested assistants to meet un- 
ascertained demands from uncertain resources.” 4 Moreover, much of the 
abuse of Chase comes from writers who have made sound money and a 
balanced budget cardinal articles of economic faith and have accord- 
ingly denounced Civil War finance as an unwholesome aberration. Recent 
experiences during the New Deal and the Second World War in managed 
currency and in deficit financing have caused some economists to revise 
upward their judgment of Chase. For, when compared with World War I 

1 An exception is the debunking biography. So Fell the Angels, by Thomas 
Graham Belden and Marva Robins Belden, which attempts to prove, upon the basis 
of insufficient evidence, that Secretary "Chase decided that he coutd no longer 
afford the luxury of a fastidious conscience" (p. 36) and engaged in “improper 
bonding, bribery, and favoritism” (p. 143). 

* Rattier, American Taxation, 68. 

* Mitchell, A History of the Greenbacks, 419. 

4 Barrett, The Greenbacks and Resumption of Specie Payments, 36. 

* Bolles, The Financial Hisfory of the United States, 116. 

* Donald, Inside Lincoln’s Cabinet, 35— 36. 
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and World War II, the Union debt incurred during the Civil War does 
not appear to have been excessive, nor does the interest charge upon it 
seem to have been exorbitant . 7 On the whole, the threat of inflation was 
more effectively curbed during the Civil War than during the First World 
War . 8 Indeed, as John K. Galbraith has observed, it is remarkable that, 
without rationing, price controls, or central banking, Chase could have 
managed the Federal economy so well during the Civil War.® 

7 Marshall A. Robinson, “Federal Debt Management: Civil War, World War I, 
and World War II,” Am. Ec ■ Rev., XLV, 389 (May, 1955). 

8 Milton Friedman, "Price, Income, and Monetary Changes in Three Wartime 
Periods,” ibid., XLII, 614 (May, 1952). 

0 Galbraith, paper read before the First Annual Civil War Conference at 
Gettysburg College, Nov. 19, 1957. 



CHAPTER 2.0 


The American Question Abroad 


In European chancelleries the quarrel across the Atlantic was designated 
as "the American question.” When the full story of the European vieW of 
this question is told it will be realized that in the :86o's the Atlantic was, 
as to ideas, no less a separating gulf than in the 1770’$ or the Napoleonic 
) ears, and yet, as to international complications, not so much an ocean of 
isolation as a sea highway in which international interests jostled and 
clashed. Such were the controversies and intrigues afFecting North and 
South that a summary of European mores and stereotypes might be built 
around the story of diplomatic developments touching America. To an 
unstable Europe, steeped in aristocracy and fearful of revolution, there 
came the necessity of making adjustments in a conflict where statesmen 
saw differently just how democracy, revolution, and economic self-interest 
were involved. Sensitive to revolt, tom by feuds and predatory conquest, 
unhappy on its own borders, heading toward serious wars, Europe in the 
sixties was just emerging from the Metternichian period in which the con- 
cept of legitimate monarchy, resistance to new political ideas, and joint in- 
tervention for the suppression of popular movements were cardinal prin- 
ciples. It was a time when the word “intervention" came readily to the lips 
of European statesmen, a period when the countries of most concern to 
America — England and France — were under leaders (Palmerston and Na- 
poleon III) to whom the affairs of remote and unrelated portions of the 
globe had become somewhat of a specialty. 

The American question could not be evaded. Between neutrality and 
intervention a choice had to be made; yet either choice would involve a 
whole series of further choices. 1 To grapple with the question was partly 
a problem of reading the true situation amid the demands and threats of 
enraged belligerents, partly of guessing the future, partly of balancing one 
interest against another at home. In the outcome, while neutrality was the 

1 To speak accurately neither side wanted Great Britain to be strictly neutral. 
What the United States desired was a denial of belligerent status to the Confederacy 
(a very different thing from neutrality in maritime matters). The Confederacy de- 
sired unneutral assistance and intervention. 
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course adopted all round, yet, as a commentary on the proverbially un- 
happy situation of a neutral in any quarrel, it is significant that the war 
drew to its close with both belligerents nursing major grievances against 
England and France, neither side being satisfied with the conduct of those 
powers. 


European attitudes toward the Civil War were destined profoundly to 
affect its ultimate outcome, yet at the outbreak of the conflict most for- 
eigners were poorly informed about the United States. As Leslie Stephen 
said in 1865: “The name of America five years ago, called up to the ordi- 
nary English mind nothing but a vague cluster of associations, compounded 
of Mrs. Trollope, Martin Chuzzlewit, and Uncle Tom’s Cabin." 1 Influ- 
enced by the rabidly pro-Southern London Times, most upper-class Eng- 
lishmen tended promptly to side with the Confederacy. For vears the Old 
Soufl, had bean close ,o Great Britain in both busines! and society, and it 
was easy to see m the Southern planters an equivalent of the English gen- 
try. Bntish aristocrats like the Marquis of Lothian, the Marquis of Bath, 
Lord Robert Cecil and Lord Wharncliffe thought that the success of the 
Confederacy wouM give a much needed check to democracy, both in Amer- 
ica and in Europe. More liberal Englishmen, too, could favor the South, 
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the press, Jed by the great bully The Times," a "hatred to freedom, jealousy 
of the growing power of the United States, and a desire to see democratic 
or republican institutions overthrown or brought into disrepute.” * 

At the outbreak of the war it was far from clear that these latter senti- 
ments, resting on the profound pro-Unionism of the British masses, would 
triumph At first it seemed that the North muffed every opportunity to en- 
list British support. Already fearful of Northern economic competition, 
which threatened the supremacy of the British merchant marine and chal- 
lenged the pre-eminence of British manufactures, the English middle classes 
were alienated when the Republicans adopted the Morrill tariff of 1861. 
Northern appeals to British idealism were undercut when Seward, early 
in the war, explicitly declared that the conflict was not being waged over 
slavery and would not disturb the South's peculiar institution. Even a 
stanch friend of the Union like the Duke of Argyll was obliged to conclude 
“that the North is not entitled to claim all the sympathy which belongs to 
a cause which they do not avow; and which is promoted only as an indirect 
consequence of 3 contest which (on their side at least) is waged for other 
objects, and on other grounds.” * 

The English viewed the leaders of the Northern cause with suspicion. 
Lincoln was an unknown quantity, whom even the friendly Richard Cob- 
den characterised as “a backwoodsman of great sturdy common sense, but 
. . . unequal to the occasion.” • It was assumed that the administration 
would be run by Seward, who was widely distrusted abroad. From careless 
words spoken during his prewar trip to England he had acquired "a heavy 
load of obloquy” abroad. r Englishmen repeated the story that Seward had 
boasted to the Duke of Newcastle, during the Prince of Wales's American 
visit in i860, of his intention to twist the lion’s tail once he assumed high 
office. When news leaked out of his incredible April 1, 1861, memoran- 
dum, proposing to demand categorical explanations from Great Britain, 
France, and Spain, followed by war against the two latter powers,* Euro- 
pean fears were confirmed. 

It was, therefore, with reasonable hope of success that the infant Con- 
federacy looked to Europe for recognition and assistance. A month before 
the war (March 16, 1861) William L. Yancey, Pierre A, Rost, and 
A. Dudley Mann were sent on an introductory mission to England, France, 
Russia, and Belgium. Their instructions from Secretary Toombs were to 
present to these governments the nature and purposes of the Southern 
cause, to open diplomatic intercourse, and to "negotiate treaties of friend- 

4 }. Jt, Pete, Abraham Lincoln and the Working Classes of Britain, j;, 

• Puke of Argyll to W. E. Gladstone, Aug. 23, 1861, Gladstone MSS., British 
Museum. 

• Randall, Lincoln the President, II, 32. 

r Thurlow Weed to Archbishop John Hughes, Dec. 22, 1861, Seward MSS., 
Unix. ©£ Rochester lib. 

• See above, p, 173. 
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ship, commerce and navigation. ..." 0 This was the first of a series of 
diplomatic or commercial missions which, as the war progressed, were sent 
by the Confederacy not only to the countries mentioned, but to Spain, to 
the Pope, to the States of the Church, to the United States of Mexico, to 
the Empire of Mexico, to individual states within Mexico, and to imperial 
dependencies or dominions such as Canada, Ireland, and various West 
Indian colonies. 

In the diplomatic game the enterprising Confederates took the first 
trick. On May 13, 1861, Queen Victoria issued her proclamation of neu- 
trality, recognizing the Confederates as having belligerent rights. The sig- 
nificance of this initial “concession to the South” is best to be measured by 
the disappointment it produced at Washington, where Seward asserted that 
the war was a domestic question and that belligerency should not be ac- 
corded the pretended Southern government, as the Washington authorities 
regarded it. That the Queen’s proclamation, a proper one under interna- 

t! °” a a "' whldl was imitatcd in other countries, did involve a recognition 
of Confederate belligerency, however, was a fact that could not be gainsaid: 
to the eyes of Europe the government of the South, though not yet a mem- 
ber of the family of nations,” was a responsible government conducting 
war. As such it was deemed entitled to the rights and subject to the obliga- 
tions of a belligerent in international law. The matter of status being fun- 
damental, the refusal of Europe to adopt the Northern interpretation of 
the war as a mere irresponsible insurrection was of real significance; it has 
even been said that by this recognition of belligerent status “the South al- 
most realized its ambitions of drawing England in upon its side.” 10 
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Representatives, where his main contribution was as a moderate Republi- 
can earnestly engaged in the work of avoiding war. Though depressed at 
the nomination of Lincoln, whom he never fully admired, he accepted ap- 
pointment as minister to England and gave of his best as a loyal servant 
of the Lincoln administration. “No man in American public life [writes 
Worthington C. Ford] was by inheritance, training and matured convic- 
tions, so well fitted to occupy this office at so delicate and critical a 
time. . . . Facing perils where a misstep would have imolved catastro- 
phe, ... he made no mistake . . ., no concession of right or prin- 
ciple." 11 

Arriving in England on the day of the Queen's proclamation of neutral- 
ity (one of the things he sought to prevent), Adams had hardly time to 
settle in London when another serious matter claimed his attention. It was 
Seward's "bold remonstrance" (Dispatch No. 10) of May 21. In this dis- 
patch Seward gave Adams the impossible instruction to have no relations 
whatever w ith the British government so long as they continued to interfere 
in American domestic questions, and to discontinue relations if Russell 
should continue to hold intercourse with Confederate diplomats.” The dis- 
patch had fortunately been softened by Lincoln; and Adams, without bind- 
ing himself to a literal compliance with Seward's instructions, handled the 
matter so deftly as to avoid a clash, and also to win from Russell the state- 
ment that he intended no more interviews with the Southern commis- 
sioners. 

During the life of the Yancey-Rost-Mann mission u March, 1861, to 
January, 1862, the South scored several points, but was unsuccessful in its 
main undertakings. The commissioners found entree into London society, 
seized the attention of a considerable public, and obtained recognition of 
belligerency; but they failed to secure full recognition of the Confederate 
government, sought in vain for a treaty of amity and commerce, met disap- 
pointment in their demand that England denounce the blockade, were de- 
nied the use of foreign ports for Confederate privateers, and saw their 
hopes deferred in the matter of intervention. Though Russell granted in- 
terviews to the commissioners on May 3 and May 9, the conversations were 
unofficial, and on seeking further interviews the Southerners were re- 
quested (August 7) to put their communications in writing. As time 
passed Yancey developed a feeling of bitterness toward England and asked 
to be relieved of his duties. The commissioners had differed among them- 

Ford, ed , A Crete of Adorns Letters, I, i*. 

11 E. D. Adams Great Britain and the American Civil War, I, 126; Bancroft, 
Seward, 11 , 169 H. 

19 In colorful characterizations Owsley indicates that Yancey was a poor choice 
in view of his qualities as a "fire eater” and his prominence as a defender of slavery; 
that Rost, a Louisiana judge of French birth, was without serious qualifications; and 
that Mann “spoke like a Polonius, full of words and wind,” and was "harmless 
either at home or abroad.” King Cotton Diplomacy, $2. 
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selves; they had somewhat the feeling of being officially snubbed; and, 
with the arrival of new commissioners in January, 1862 (Mason and 
Slidell), their mission came to an end. Yancey returned to the South; Mann 
turned up in Belgium; Rost was transferred to Madrid. 


Turning from preliminary maneuvers to more settled diplomacy the 
Confederate government selected for the most important foreign capitals 
hV ° dl stinguished men-James Murray Mason of Virginia for London, 
and John Slidell of Louisiana for Paris. Of these men it may be said that 
their diplomatic activities were of less significance than their initial voy- 

Sl ! ch , Seri0US q uest5 °ns as to bring England and the 
United States to the brink of war. At the Spanish port of Havana the com- 
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*«• (N.v.5. a Ill, „ 6 , 4 j 4 . 
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standpoint of Confederate intentions, infinitely more than they were likely 
to accomplish by proceeding on their mission? 

As to the merits of the legal question, the point at issue was not a mere 
matter of searching a neutral ship. The right of search, ancillary to the 
right of capture where contraband is found or violation of a blockade in- 
volved, was clearly recognized.* Nor was the right to seize and condemn 
contraband on board a neutral vessel a matter of question. The offense to 
England consisted in the fact that certain individuals had been "forcibly 
taken from on board a British vessel . . . while such vessel was pursuing 
a lawful and innocent voyage — an act of violence which was an affront to 
the British Rag and a violation of international law.” * The act of Wilkes 
was not properly an exercise of the right of search : it was rather an im- 
pressment of persons from the deck of a neutral ship. Even admitting the 
right of the United States to take Mason and Slidell (on the doubtful 
ground that persons could be deemed contraband), it was clear that 
Wilkes's method was faulty. If any part of the ship’s "cargo” was to be 
condemned this could be done only by sailing the ship into a port of 
the United States, submitting the case to a prize court, and carrying out the 
forfeitures as the result of a regular judicial decree in compliance with the 
substance and procedure of international law. The nub of the matter was 
that "Wilkes had undertaken to pass upon the issue of a violation of neu- 
trality on the spot, instead of sending the Trent as a prize into port for 
. . . adjudication." 4 

Yet the act of Wilkes was more than a breach of international usage. 
It was an affront and a challenge to England's sense of national honor. 
When he heard the news, Palmerston blazed out in cabinet meeting: 
"You may stand for this but damned if I will!" 5 The mass of the English 
people appeared to share his rage. War preparations were carried to the 
point of sending 8000 troops and war material to Canada, putting a steam 
fleet in readiness, and prohibiting the exportation of munitions. Henry 
Adams wrote from England to his brother: 'This nation means to make 
war.” A "few weeks [he said] may see us ... on our way home. • . 

The American minister was "indescribably sad” as he witnessed “the exul- 
tation in America over an event which [bade] fair to be the final calamity in 
this contest”; while the son wrote of the "bloody set of fools” that were ap- 
plauding Wilkes- 4 

Despite jingoistic manifestations, however, the affair was satisfactorily 
adjusted. The first letter of instructions from the British cabinet to Lord 

» The American jurist, Story, declared that the right of search was "atterwed by 
the general consent of nations, in time of war." The Marianna Flora, 24 U. S. 41. 

* Statement of Earl Russell, quoted in J. B. Moore, Principles of American 
Diplomacy, ed. of 1918, 114—11$. 

* E. D. Adams, I, 212. 

• Allan Kevins, The War for the Union, I, 388. 

• Cycle of Adams Letters, I, 76, 8t, 83. 
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Lyons was softened by the royal tact of the Prince Consort, then on the eve 
of death. Lincoln’s deficiencies in the refinements of international law 
were more than offset by a common sense which caused his thoughts to 
turn to arbitration if diplomacy should fail; yet he was determined that 
governmental reason and tact should not fail. In a timely exchange of let- 
ters Sumner in America and Bright and Cobden in England made known 
the wish of reasonable men on both sides that a friendly settlement be 
reached. As the weeks passed, suggestions continued to be made that the 
matter might be adjusted without war. Seward and Adams made it clear 
that Wilkes had acted without authorization. The cabinet in England, hav- 
ing avoided an ultimatum, first demanded an apology, but was led to re- 
consider even that demand and accept in lieu of an apology (which might 
have implied that the American government was originally in the wrong) 
an assurance that Wilkes had acted without authority. Finally the matter 
was threshed out m a meeting of Lincoln’s cabinet (December 25, 1861), 
in which Sumner read his friendly letters from Bright and Cobden. After 
ong discussion all yielded to the necessity [i.e., to the conviction that war 
v! 1 -ngland must be avoided], and unanimously concurred in Mr. Sew- 
ards letter to L[or]d. Lyons. . . 1 

In this letter Seward closed the incident by a statement that the pris- 
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' Bates. Diary, 216. 

’ Bancroft. Seward. II. 2 4 i- 2d , 

* L. D. Adams, J. ,3^ 

10 Cyc,c °f Adams Letters, I. 93, 99 . 
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Through all the diplomatic maneuvers there ran the central question 
of recognition of the Confederacy and the related questions of mediation, 
intervention, and the demand for an armistice. Had the South won on 
any of these points, victory would have been well-nigh assured. With Con- 
federate commissioners clamorously pleading for recognition while Minis- 
ter Adams was under instruction to break relations if this should happen, 
the British cabinet was confronted with a delicate situation. Recognition 
having been avoided in 1861 and the Trent affair haring been satisfac- 
torily adjusted, the prospects of “Lincoln, Seward and Co.” in England in 
the early months of 1862 seemed distinctly brighter; but by the summer 
of that year it was evident that on this very question of recognition, which 
was then being seriously considered by the British cabinet, a crisis was ap- 
proaching. By September of 1862 Palmerston and Russell's deliberations 
had reached the point where, in view of the failures of McClellan and 
Pope and the prospects of Lee’s offensive, Palmerston suggested “an ar- 
rangement upon the basis of separation” (i.e.. Southern victory); while 
Russel], the foreign minister, wrote in answer that in his opinion the time 
had come "for offering mediation . . . with a view to the recognition of 
the independence of the Confederates.” He added that in case of the fail- 
ure of mediation, England should on her own part recognize the South. 1 
At this point Russell did in fact tentatively launch a mediation plan involv- 
ing joint action by England, France, and Russia. Though there was little 
doubt of French support, Russian support could not be obtained; and just 
at this juncture there came a bombshell in the speech of the chancellor of 
the exchequer, W. E. Gladstone, at Newcastle (October 7) in which he 
said: “Jefferson Davis and other leaders of the South have made an army; 
they are making, it appears, a navy; and they have made what is more 
than either, — they have made a nation. . . . We may anticipate with cer- 
tainty the success of the Southern States so far as regards their separation 
from the North.” 2 Delivered offhand without approval by the ministry, 
this speech served to forecast a policy which had not matured; nevertheless 
it had the effect of stimulating Russell's efforts to bring British interposi- 
tion in the American question to a head, for on October 13 the foreign 
minister sent a memorandum to the cabinet members proposing an armi- 
stice so that the weighty questions of peace could be calmly considered. 
E. D. Adams has stated that this mediation plan of Russell constituted 
“the most dangerous crisis in the war for the restoration of the Union.” * 
For such a mediation plan to have developed to the point of an official 
program in Great Britain would probably have meant a severance of rela- 

* E. D Adams, II, 38. 

* Quoted in C. F. Adams, Charles Francis 

* E. D. Adams, II, 73. 


Adams, 280. 
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tions between Washington and London; had it been followed by interven- 
tion to stop the conflict, war with the United States would, according to all 
indications, have been the result. 


At this critical point, however, various factors acted as a brake upon 
British policy. Lee s repulse at Antietam and Lincoln’s emancipation proc- 
lamation (though its significance was discounted by the cabinet) were 
having their effects; Cornewall Lewis, a member of the cabinet, made a 
speech in answer to Gladstone in which he urged a continuance of strict 
neutrality; Cobden, Bright, and Forster backed him up; and Palmerston, 
having doubts of the unconquerableness of the Confederacy, held back, 
advising on October 22 that we must continue ... to be lookers-on till 
the war shall have taken a more decided turn.” 4 A cabinet consideration of 
the question, set for October 23, was postponed; and by October 31 the 
tenseness between the United States and England had so far been relaxed 
diat J. P. Benjamin referred to the conviction at Richmond “that there ex- 
ists a feeling on the part of the British ministry unfriendly to this [the Con- 
federate] Government.” 6 On this date he advised Mason to address a 
formal protest to Earl Russell (on another matter) and hinted that the Con- 
federacy was considering the propriety of expelling the British consuls. 
That the crisis of October passed was also due in large part to Charles 
Francis Adams, who, keeping in the background his instructions to depart 
1 England recognized the Confederacy, made just enough reference to 
packing his carpetbag and trunks to make Russell cautious. In the matter 
o mediation Adams made it unmistakably clear that an affirmative answer 
from Washington was impossible. 
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unneutral activities within English jurisdiction. The law forbade the fit- 
ting out, equipping, or arming of vessels for warlike operations in a war 
in which England was neutral; but it was interpreted by a type of leger- 
demain which in American parlance would be termed a "joker.” According 
to this attenuated interpretation the law was not contravened if the equip- 
ping and arming of the vessel were accomplished as distinct operations sep- 
arate from the building, even though the whole procedure were planned 
and accomplished as a connected program involving English aid through- 
out. The building of the Alabama, along with other warships, had been 
promoted by Captain Bulloch of the Confederate navy, who was in Eng- 
land for the purpose; and so transparent was the concealment that there 
had never been any real mystery about the ship, whose character as a Con- 
federate cruiser had been unmistakable. Nor was the Alabama an isolated 
case. In March of 1862 the Oreto ( Florida ) had been allowed to depart 
from Liverpool, had disappeared for a time, and was later to turn up at 
Nassau and receive her equipment and arms from English sources. 2 Adams 
at London and Dudley, United States consul at Liverpool, had laid the evi- 
dence. before the British ministry, hut, en advice from the Queen’s law 
officers that "sufficient proof had not been presented, the government had 
neglected to seize or detain the ships. To legal evasion were added delay 
and circumlocution. While work went on swiftly on a project that threat- 
ened a break between England and the United States, and while Captain 
Bulloch was kept sufficiently in touch with developments to predict the at- 
titude of the British government and choose his time for the flight of the 
Alabama, Russell meanwhile advising Adams with perfect truth that the 
matter had been referred to the “proper authorities," the papers in the case 
at the most critical stage of the proceedings lay in the home of one of the 
Queen's advocates whose nerves had so far given way as to incapacitate him 
for serious work. Adams persisted, however; and at length the proof be- 
came so irresistible that the law officers recommended the seizure of the 
vessel "without loss of time.” On the basis of this advice Russell ordered 
the Alabama detained (July 31); but this order arrived too late to prevent 
departure of the ship, and under all the circumstances it was but natural 
that at the time the American authorities, with such vital interests at stake, 
should characterize the attitude of the British government as one of negli- 
gence, and even connivance.* 

1 "Registered as an English ship, in the name of Englishmen, commanded by 
an Englishman, . . . and . . . marked ... under the direction of the board of 
trade, she [the Manassas, formerly the Oreto, later the Florida] seems . . . secure 
against capture . . . until an attempt be made to arm her of change the flag . . . 
at sea.” Bulloch to Mallory, March 21, 1862, Offic. Bee 1 *«., I, 754. 

* Connivance was the American charge; but, as Rhodes has pointed out, “at 
least four cabinet ministers — the Duke of Argyll, Sir George Comewall Lewis, 
Milner Gibson, and Earl Russell — regretted deeply the escape of the Alabama.” In 
later years Charles Frauds Adams himself cleared Russell of the charge of ill- 
will to the United States, or unworthy motives of any sort. Rhodes, IV, 90— 5 r. 
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Yet, viewing the question in the full light of historical evidence, it does 
not appear that the actual motives of the British ministry justified Northern 
resentment; indeed Confederate exultation was soon to give place to disap- 
pointment. By arrangements conducted by Bulloch two powerful ironclads 
had been contracted for with the Laird firm; and it was obvious that these 
ships would be ready for delivery in 1863. If these "Laird rams,” intended 
to raise the blockade . . . and thus secure for the Confederacy foreign 
recognition, had been allowed to depart, following upon the cases of the 
Florida and Alabama, then indeed a diplomatic break, not improbably fol- 
lowed by war, would have seemed inevitable. The seriousness of the matter 
appears in the advice of Assistant Secretary Fox of the Union navy to stop 
the rams at all hazards, 4 in the fear that the rams could "lay under con- 
tribution any of the loyal cities on the coast or could break the blockade at 
any point,” 5 and in Union anxiety concerning the destructiveness of the 
Alabama, then in full career. Fundamental in Seward’s policy was the con- 
viction that England dreaded a war with the United States; and in keeping 
with this divination of British motives he sent Adams the instruction (April 
io, 1863) to inform Great Britain that the proceedings relative to the fit- 
ting out of ships for the Confederacy “complicate the relations between the 
two countries in such a manner as to render it difficult . . . to pre- 
serve friendship between them. ...” 0 V 


Another serious factor in the situation was the privateering bill passed 
y e United States Congress 7 which was designed to offset the rams by 
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ed inffignmes upon British ships, here was an ominous menace of war. In 
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4 C. F. Adams, Charles Francis Adams, 316, 321 

5 Bancroft, Seward, II, 388. 5 
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by the British government to male effective its neutrality. As to the Laird 
rams, however, it still seemed possible that they might escape on the pre- 
text that they were intended for France or for the government of Egypt; 
and it was not until five months after the Alexandra seizure that the matter 
was disposed of. Within these months the Union victories of Gettysburg 
and Vicksburg occurred; the Roebuck parliamentary motion for a recogni- 
tion of the South came to naught; and, through it all, Adams kept present- 
ing affidavits of the true intent of the rams, at the same time emphasizing 
the serious nature of the control ersy as it affected Anglo-American rela- 
tions. The matter was finally settled to the complete satisfaction of the 
United States government when, on September 9, the rams were placed 
under surveillance, to be seized in October and purchased by the British 
government. 

To those who prefer to think in terms of heroics this comphance by 
the British government has been attributed to a famous letter of Adams to 
Russell under date of September 5, 1863. The letter was written on the 
eve of the expected departure of the rams, at a time when Adams had just 
been informed by Russell (September 1) that the government could 
not detain the ships on existing information, but would be ready to stop 
them if trustworthy evidence should show any proceeding contrary to stat- 
ute. The crisp phrase which made this letter of Adams memorable was the 
statement: "It would be superfluous in me to point out to your lordship that 
this is war." 10 As a check upon the traditional heroics, however, it may be 
noted that if Earl Russell had been in London at the time the matter could 
have been easily settled by inters ievv with Adams, that the affair was com- 
plicated by the writing of notes which crossed each other, and that in real- 
ity Russell and Adams were thinking alike. E. D. Adams has pointed out 
that Russell had moved in the direction of detaining the rams before re- 
ceiving Adams’s note of the 5th; that the foreign secretary had in fact ar- 
rived at his new policy in its essential aspects five mortths earlier in the 
Alexandra affair; and that Adams was under a misapprehension in sup- 
posing that this April policy had been abandoned. Stressing the friendli- 
ness of Seward (despite his official instructions), the same writer throws 
out a caution against the account traditionally given by American histori- 
ans by the use of American sources, and states that the "correct under- 
standing ... is the recognition that Great Britain had in April given 
a pledge and performed an act which satisfied Sew ard and Adams that the 
Rams would not be permitted to escape.” Later apprehension arose from a 
fear that the pledge might not be carried out; but this was due to lack of 

for the Confederacy, whereas the Alabama and Florida had been allowed to escape 
for lack of '‘conclusive" evidence that they had been so intended. E. D. Adams, II, 
136-137. 

10 House Exec. Doc. No. 1, 38 Cong., 1 sess. (Papers relating to Foreign 
Affairs), pt 1, p 418. 
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was not jet evident, and future events in the foreign sphere would depend 
upon a combination of factors. While diplomatic maneuvers and the per- 
sonal conduct of diplomats were never unimportant, the outcome abroad 
continually reflected events at home. Step by step the influence of Lincoln’s 
emancipation policy and of Northern military advances was manifest 
abroad. Further aspects of the long struggle must therefore be examined 
before resuming the diplomatic story. 



CHAPTER 2.1 


Slavery and the War 


The institution of slavery, closely associated with the causation of the 
war, became the subject of swift-changing policy on many fronts while the 
struggle progressed To one who approaches the problem with the view that 
the North fought the war to suppress slavery in the South, the disclaimers 
of such a purpose by the Washington government may seem surprising. 
Lincoln made such a disclaimer in his inaugural of 1861, putting this topic 
*5 acdreSS ' Ref f ri ”g t0 Southern apprehension on this point he 
Indeed tlT has never been any reasonable cause for such apprehension, 
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extension of slavery In national territory; but even here the judicial doc- 
trine of the Dred Scott case stood in die way. 1 2 

With such declarations and disclaimers the war began. It was not long, 
however, before the fact of tvar over an extended front with a slaveholding 
region inevitably forced upon the Union government certain practical prob- 
lems touching slavery and the colored people. One of these was the prob- 
lem of fugitive slaves finding their way within Union lines. Confronted 
with this question in Virginia, General B. F. Butler, commanding at Fort 
Monroe, refused (May 24, 1861) to give up three such Negro slaves, de- 
claring that he needed workmen, that the slaves were being employed in 
the erection of enemy batteries, and that the fugitive slave act of the United 
States did not affect a foreign country, which Virginia claimed to be.* 

The manner in which the events of war threatened to wrest the slavery 
problem from Lincoln’s hand was illustrated by the action of General Fre- 
mont, who published on August 30, 1861, a remarkable proclamation in- 
stituting martial law throughout the state of Missouri and proclaiming as 
to all persons resisting the United States that their property was confiscated 
and their “slaves . . . declared freemen.” Lincoln's secretaries treat this 
action as a clumsy bid for popular favor at a time when the general’s pres- 
tige was waning. On the other hand it has been urged that the occasion 
for the proclamation was a local military situation arising especially from a 
most alarming and crippling guerilla warfare within Union lines. What- 
ever may have been Fremont’s motives, however, he had exceeded his mili- 
tary authority in dealing with far-reaching matters of policy belonging to 
the general government at Washington. Lincoln promptly ordered him to 
show leniency as to martial law, allowing no man to be shot without the 
President’s consent, and to modify the confiscatory and emancipating order 
so as to conform to existing law. 

The Fremont episode had wide repercussions. Lincoln himself stated 
that the “Kentucky Legislature would not budge till that proclamation was 
modified," and that "on the news of General Fremont having actually is- 
sued deeds of manumission, a whole company of our Volunteers threw 
down their arms and disbanded.” * Lincoln’s overruling of the proclama- 
tion was not intended as a rebuke to Fremont, much less as an occasion for 
his dismissal; but the President was embarrassed by the general's defiance, 
together with complaints of military incompetence, and on November 2, 

1 In abolishing slavery in the territories (see p. 37a). Congress passed and 
Lincoln signed an unconstitutional law, according to Supreme Court doctrine, 

2 The term “contraband,” applying to slaves captured by Union military forces 
and as a slang word to Negroes generally, has been traced to Butler's action on this 
occasion. Nicolay and Hay disputed Butler’s authorship, but Butler declared that 
“ 'contraband' was the ground upon which I refused to release” the slaves. In the 
correspondence at the time, however, the word "contraband” did not occur. 
B. F. Butler, Butler's Book, eh. vi, Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IV, 387—389. 

* Lincoln, Collected Works, IV, S3 a. 
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1 86 1, he was removed from command at St. Louis. Lincoln’s policy of not 
permitting military commanders to force his hand in the matter of eman- 
eipahon was again illustrated in May, 1862, when he overruled an order 
of General Hunter freeing "persons in . . . Georgia, Florida, and South 
Carolina— heretofore held as slaves. . . Problems of military eman- 
cipation, said the President, "are questions which, under my responsibility, 
I reserve to myself. 


While the President was thus embarrassed by the exigent nature of the 
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tiated by the Lincoln administration with England for the suppression of 
the slave trade. "Disguise it as we may," declared the New York Times, 
"we cannot escape the charge, before the civilized world, of having been, 
to a great extent, one prime cause of the immunity offered, for many years 
past, to this accursed traffic. . . . Henceforth the Government of the 
United States washes its hands completely of all complicity in the Slave- 
trade. ...” * On February 21, 1862, there had occurred in New York 
the execution of Captain Nathaniel P. Gordon, who had commanded a 
slave ship. Since 1820 the importation of slaves into the United States had 
been punishable by death, * but lax enforcement had made the law seem a 
dead letter. Apropos of the Gordon case the New York Times commented 
on the previous failure to prosecute slave-traders, setting off the sternness 
of Lincoln by contrast. According to the Times, the public had thought, 
“They dare not hang him.” * 

The issuance of the emancipation proclamation by the President, and 
the manner in which it seized the popular imagination, caused these eman- 
cipatory acts of Congress to be almost overlooked; and it is seldom realized 
that before Lincoln’s proclamation was issued in September, 1 862, Con- 
gress had done as much, at least on paper, as was done by the proclamation. 
Indeed, when one considers the limitations in the proclamation, it will be 
seen that that edict fell short of the emancipating clause in the confiscation 
act of July 17, 1 862,* which declared that "all slaves of persons who shall 
hereafter be engaged in rebellion against the Government of the United 
States, or who shall in any way give aid . . . thereto, . . . being within 
any place occupied by rebel forces and afterwards occupied by the forces of 
the United States . . . shall be forever free. . . Such, however, was 
the ineffectiveness of this legislation, and such the lack of coordination be- 
tween President and Congress, that Lincoln in issuing his edict acted as 
if Congress had done nothing, and as if he were attacking the problem 
anew. 

3 

As the war progressed Lincoln pondered the slavery question in its 
bearing on the war and in its legal and ethical implications; and out of this 
pondering there evolved a plan of constructive statesmanship. It must be 
remembered that the emancipation proclamation did not embody Lincoln’s 
main policy toward slavery: his fundamental and permanent solution was 

a N. Y. Times, May z, 1862, p. 4, c. 4. For the treaty, see W. M. Malloy, 
U. S. Treaties [etc.J, I, 674. 

* See above, p. 55. 

* New York Times, Feb. 22, 1862, p. 4, c. 3. 

* The peculiar legal reasoning of the Union authorities was that all who re- 
sided in “rebel” territory were "rebels.” (.House Report No. 262, 43 Cong., t sess., 

6 ff.; and see above, chap. 15, sec. 3.) The confiscation act of 1862 declared slaves 
of rebels to be free. It was not qualified by the hundred-day warning nor the exten- 
sive territorial exceptions of the emancipation proclamation. 



374 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


rather in terms of “compensated emancipation,” a very different matter. 
Richard N. Current has concisely summarized the five elements in Lin- 
coln’s own solution to the slavery problem: 

First, the states themselves must emancipate the slaves, for in his opinion 
slaver)' was a "domestic” institution, the concern of the states alone. Second, 
slaveowners must be paid for the chattels of which they were to be deprived. 
Third, the Federal government must share the financial burden by providing 
Federal bonds as grants-in-aid to the states. Fourth, the actual freeing of the 
slaves must not be hurried; the states must be given plenty of time, delay- 
ing final freedom as late as 1900 if they wished. Fifth, the freed Negroes 
must be shipped out of the country and colonized abroad, but they must 
be persuaded to go willingly. 1 Federal aid, gradual emancipation, and 
voluntary colonization— these were the indispensable features of the Lincoln 
plan. 2 


In an effort to put his plan to a trial Lincoln drafted an act to be 
passed by the Delaware legislature, freeing the slaves of that state with 
Federal compensation at the rate of $400 per slave; but opposition in Dela- 
ware proved too strong for its passage. 2 He then called a conference of the 
congressmen from the Union slave states of Maryland, Delaware, "Vir- 
ginia, Kentucky, and Missouri. He pleaded with these men of the border 
to give honest consideration to a measure which, to his mind, had large 
possibilities for the shortening of the war and the decent burial of a dying 
institution. At about the same time 5 he answered one of the chief objec- 
tions to his scheme, i.e., the huge expense involved. He showed that com- 
pensation at the rate of $400 each for all the slaves of Delaware C$719,- 
200) was insignificant in comparison with one day’s cost of the war, which 
amounted to $2,000,000, while eightv-seven days’ cost of the war C$174,- 
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000,000) would more than provide compensation at $400 each for all the 
slaves of Delaware, Maryland, the District of Columbia, Kentucky, and 
Missouri. He urged that Southern leaders expected, having established 
their independence, to add the other slave states to their Confederacy, but 
that, once a scheme was initiated 6 looking toward abolition in these states, 
this hope would disappear. “To deprive them of this hope,” he declared, 
“substantially ends the rebellion. . . 

The result of the border-state conference, however, was disappointing. 
As Lincoln’s secretaries expressed it, the tone of the Union slave-state mem- 
bers was "one of doubt, of qualified protest, and of apprehensive inquiry.” T 
Lincoln did indeed induce Congress to pass a resolution (April 10, 1862) 
approving his plan in principle, and he was gratified to see definite action 
taken in the adoption of compensated emancipation in the District of Co- 
lumbia as above noted; but his scheme of state emancipation with Federal 
compensation failed. In the joint resolution of April 10, z 862, the wording 
was that "the United States ought to cooperate with any State which may 
adopt gradual abolishment of slavery, giving to such State pecuniary 
aid. . . That this pledge was never fulfilled by a grant of money to 
any state was due chiefly to three causes: a swift change of events which 
soon gave a new aspect to the slavery issue; the tenacity of some of the bor- 
der states in conserving slaver}’; and the parliamentary accident by which 
affirmative action in both houses of Congress giving financial aid to Mis- 
souri became ineffective because the House and Senate, in the short session 
ending March, 1863, passed their bills in different forms and did not have 
time to put the same bill through both houses. In the House bill Federal 
bonds for $10,000,000 were provided as compensation for Missouri, while 
the Senate bill called for bonds up to $20,000,000 on the condition that 
emancipation be completed by July 4, 1865.* 

The bitterness of the President’s disappointment in this failure was but 
the measure of his earnestness in promoting a program which was pecu- 
liarly his own and in which he saw an equitable and permanent solution of 
the slavery issue. Expressing this intensity of feeling the President spoke 
as follows in a further appeal to the border states : 

I intend no reproach . . . when I assure you that in my opinion, if )ou ail 
had voted for die resolution in the gradual emancipation message of last March, 
the war would now be substantially ended. . . . You and I know what the 
level of their power is. Break that lever . . . and they can shake you no 
more .... [F]or the sake of the whole country I ask “Can you, for your states, 
do better than to take the course 1 urge?[“] . . . The incidents of the war 
can not be avoided. If the war continues long, . • • the institution in your 

* "I say 'initiation' because, in my judgment, gradual, and not sudden emanci- 
pation, is better for all.” tbsd., V, 14;. 

» Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, V, 213. 

* Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 366; Co«g. Globe, 37 
Cong , 3 sess., 209; SenaU Journal , Feb. 12, 1863, 243. 
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states will be extinguished by mere friction and abrasion. ... It will be 
gone, and you will have nothing valuable in lieu of it. Much of it’s [sfc] value 
is gone already. . . . 

You are patriots and statesmen; and, as such, I pray you, consider this proposi- 
tion; and, at the least, commend it to the consideration of your states and people. 
As you would perpetuate popular government for the best people in the world, 
I beseech you that you do in no wise omit this. Our common country is in great 
peril, demanding the loftiest views, and boldest action to bring it speedy 
relief. . . . 8 


Lincoln was later to return to this compensation scheme, but mean- 
while those influences which produced the emancipation proclamation 
claimed his attention. Beset as he was by the clamorings of abolitionists, he 
was never permitted to forget the slavery issue; but until the summer of 
1862 his prevailing attitude was that of caution in avoiding offense to the 
border states and unwillingness to allow extremists to force his hand. Some- 
times he took the ground that power to overthrow slavery did not lie within 
his grasp. Replying to a religious delegation from Chicago he said: "What 
good would a proclamation of emancipation from me do ... as we are 
now situated? I do not want to issue a document that the whole world w'ill 
see must necessarily be inoperative, like the Pope’s bull against the comet.” 1 
Or again he took the ground that slavery' was incidental, while the cause of 
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President closed with a repetition of his "personal wish that all men every 
where could be free." * 

Yet, at the time of this Greele> letter, and also of the bull-against-the- 
comet declaration, Lincoln had m fact made up his mind to issue the 
proclamation of military emancipation. 4 According to the statement of 
Gideon Welles, he informed both Welles and Seward on July 13, 1862, 
that he "had about come to the conclusion” that a proclamation of emanci- 
pation was "absolutely essential for the salvation of the Union”; ‘ and 
Secretary Chase records that at the cabinet meeting of July 22, 1862, the 
President announced his intention to issue an order "proclaiming the eman- 
cipation of all slaves within States remaining in insurrection on the first 
of January, 1863.“* By this time the increasing radicalism of the war 
mind, the presence of thousands of slaves attending the armies in the field, 
and the growing recognition of foreign antislavery sentiment in its bearing 
upon the war had produced their effect in overcoming the President's 
conservatism and caution. 

Lincoln could not fail to recognize that the international aspects of 
slavery policy were of pressing importance. Motley wrote emphatically to 
Seward that European dependence upon slave-produced cotton had no 
weight against the overwhelming sentiment for abolition.’ Cyrus Pitt 
Grosvenor, who was in England to awaken interest in the colored people 
of America, wrote as follows to Secretary Chase: "The government can- 
not succeed in the attempt to put down rebellion with the left hand while 
supporting slavery with the right hand as it is now doing." Commenting 
on the general attitude of good feeling toward America which he observed 
in England, he added that Northern prejudice against the Negro race 
was the only thing that lessened the ardor of this friendship, and described 
a meeting attended by the "dlite of London society” in which black men 
spoke on the same platform with distinguished gentlemen and were heard 
with respect. 1 

* Lincoln, Collected Works, V, 388-389. 

* Why the President should have publicly argued and defended a policy of 
noninterference with slavery after he had abandoned this policy may seem hard to 
explain. Richard N. Current ( The Lincoln Nobody Knows, 115-126) argues that, 
until after the battle of Antietam, Lincoln had "made no irrevocable commitment, 
even to himself. Here and there he dropped hints that he might issue the proclama- 
tion — and then again might not. Apparently his purpose was to prepare his hearers 
for the possibility that he might call the whole thing off. He was waiting for a de- 
cisive victory, but if that Itind of victory had come, he might have forgotten about 
tie proclamation. ... If blcdellaa bed administered a crushing defeat, tie 
proclamation might have stayed in its pigeonhole.” 

* Welles, Diary, I, 70. 

* Donald, ed.. Inside Lincoln's Cabinet, 99. 

* Bancroft, Seward, II, 336. 

a C. P. Grosvenor to S. P. Chase, July 28, 1861. Chase Papers (MSS., libr. 
of Cong.). 
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Thus by the close of summer in 1862 governmental policy at the 
North had advanced noticeably toward vigorous remedies in the matter 
of slavery. Congress had altered its policy of noninterference. War had 
wrought its inevitable change. Measures of emancipation were being 
placed upon the national statute-books. Internationally the United States 
had sharply reversed its traditional role of conservator of slavery. At home 
the denationalization of slavery, formulated in Wilmot’s fateful proviso, 
expounded by Lincoln, and demanded by the Republicans, had been 
written into law by the hand of war. That aspect of the slavery issue which 
had received such strident emphasis on both sides during the years of in- 
creasing sectional tension had reached its violent conclusion. The settle- 
ment of this matter, however, was of less importance than the manifest 
congressional purpose to strike, though at first by ineffective statutes, 
against slavery in the states. Meanwhile the inappropriateness of the war 
situation as a setting for conservative, statesmanlike legislation such as 
that projected by Lincoln in his emancipation scheme had become clear. 
Equitable adjustment of property rights might loom large in Lincoln’s mind; 
moderate influences might appear in state papers issuing from the White 
House. Nonetheless the clumsy directness of wartime action would brush 
aside moderate sensibilities. On the border a middle course might be emo- 
tionally desirable and might constitute a popular demand; but the failure 
of Lincoln’s emancipation scheme had demonstrated the inability of 
border sentiment to express itself in practical statesmanship. In emancipa- 
tion as in other quarters radicalism was to find its war-born opportunity. 



CHAPTER 2.2. 


Lincoln and Emancipation 


Lincoln had laid aside his proclamation waiting for a victory. 1 He 
waited two months, meanwhile giving out public statements based on 
his previous noncommittal attitude: then on September zz, after Lee’s in- 
vasion had been foiled at Antietam, he issued the preliminary proclama- 
tion. That this proclamation was far from an abolition document is shown 
by a careful reading of its provisions. The President began by reiterating 
that the purpose of the war was the restoration of the Union and reaffirm- 
ing his intention still to labor for compensated emancipation. This was cer- 
tainly a far cry from the Garrisonian program. He then declared that on 
January i, 1863, slaves in rebellious states or parts of states should be 
“then, thenceforward, and forever free”; and he added, perhaps indis- 
creetly, that "the executive government of the United States . . . will do 
no act . . . to repress such persons ... in any efforts they may make 
for their actual freedom.’’ 

This clause was open to misinterpretation as an incitement to servile 
insurrection, and it was almost universally so interpreted in the South. 
The authors, however, have not found a shred of evidence that Lincoln ac- 
tually sought to encourage social war or Negro uprisings among the South- 
ern people; indeed in one of his public papers he referred to the massacre 
of noncombatants as among the "barbarous” methods that are excluded in 
time of war. s The only method by which he meant for Negroes to fight 
for their freedom was as soldiers within the Union army acting within 
the rules of war. As to supporting their efforts toward actual freedom, he 
had in mind that a “promise, being made, must be kept,” not in terms of 
encouraging servile war, but of guaranteeing freedom to Negro soldiers 

1 According to a fairly reliable report Lincoln was persuaded by Seward to 
withhold the proclamation so that it could be issued on the morrow of victory and 
thus not appear as “our last shrtek on the retreat." Statement of Lincoln to the artist 
7 . 6. Carpenter, Feb. 6, 1864. John G. Nicolay and John Hay, eds., Abraham Lin- 
coln: Complete Works, n, 479. 

* Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 408. 
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generally and to slaves finding their way into Union lines. To place the 
matter beyond doubt, he declared as follows in his final proclamation of 
January 1, 1863: "And I hereby enjoin upon the people . . . declared 
. . . free to abstain from all violence, unless in necessary self- 
defence. ...” 

The proclamation was not expressive of any general antislavery policy. 
Nowhere did it signify personal vindictiveness toward slaveholders: rather 
the President was still clinging to his compensated-emancipation scheme as 
the permanent solution; the reimbursement of Southern owners for die 
loss of their slaves was still part of his active policy. That the proclamation 
marked a departure in Lincoln’s program toward slavery as announced at 
the outset of his administration is not to be interpreted as a breach of faith. 
It is the nature of wars to produce unforeseen measures. Lincoln’s promise 
in his inaugural of 1861 that he would not touch slavery in the states was 
not a prediction of governmental policy in the event of civil war, but rather 
a pledge based on the assumption that the slave states should remain in the 
Union. No state remaining normally in the Union w r as affected by his 
proclamation when issued. That Lincoln, even in war, gave honest trial 
to his noninterference policy is shown by the following statement which 
he made in 1863: "There was more than a year and a half of trial to sup- 
press the rebellion before the proclamation [was] issued. . . .” 3 

On January 1, 1863, the definitive proclamation was issued, its chief 
provision being that in regions then designated as "in rebellion” (with 
certain notable exceptions) all slaves were declared free. So famous has 
this proclamation become, and so encrusted with tradition, that a correct 
historical conception of its actual effect is rarely found in the voluminous 
literature which the subject has evoked. The stereotyped picture of the 
emancipator suddenly striking the shackles from millions of slaves by a 
stroke of the presidential pen is altogether inaccurate. On this point one 
should carefully note the exceptions in the proclamation itself. The whole 
state of Tennessee was omitted; none of the Union slave states was in- 
cluded; and there were important exceptions as to portions of Virginia 
and Louisiana, those being the portions within Union military fines. In 
fact freedom was decreed only in regions then under Confederate control. 
The President has purposely made the proclamation inoperative [declared 
tire N. 1 . World] in all places where we have gained a military footing 
uhicli makes the slaves accessible. He has proclaimed emancipation only 
where he has notoriously no power to execute it. The exemption of the 
accessible parts of Louisiana, Tennessee, and Virginia renders the procla- 
mation not merely futile, but ridiculous.’’ * As to the effect of the procla- 
mation the World declared : 

! I bid., VI, 408. 

* Editorial, N. Y. World, Jan. 7, 1863. 
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It will be noted that IJncoln (unified hl» act at a meainrr of war. To 
uphold hi* tint would be to maintain that the freeing of encmv tlatn 
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• IV mn rim. Mrmrylei cf Men tl’fco S-rrrJ ike Union, l jo (dirt! In Horace 
WWir. Ufe of Tro«h-». aaa). 

• RanrToft, SenntJ, II. })9-)40. 

• Rumll to lyt>m. Jan. I-. i S 6 j . Ilrnry Whealon. rtrwmi cf Internatlontl 
Im, eJ. by W. B. Latrrtnce (186)), iurrl-. j7. 
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war produced it was natural to lind considerable support for tbe view that 
slavery was a legitimate target of the war power; but it is a matter of plain 
history that prior to the Civil War the United States had emphatically de- 
nied the 'belligerent right" of emancipation. Indeed John Quincy Adams, 
who has been credited by his grandson with having originated the idea of 
the emancipation proclamation, 0 declared officially while secretary of state 
m 1820 that "No such right [emancipation of slaves] is acknowledged as 
a Law of War by writers who admit any limitation.” 10 

A close study of the contemporary situation gives added point to Lin- 
coln s concept of his proclamation as a war measure. That he really favored 
emancipation by state action with Federal compensation to owners has al- 
ready been shown. The proclamation was by no means a touchstone for 
is whole abolition policy. In the period prior to the proclamation he had 
been emphatic in denouncing any interference by the General Govern- 
ment with the subject.” » The cabinet agreed with him in considering 

’ ^ and 1116 ado P H °n ° f *e proclamation in 

contrast to these conceptions of public policy could only be thought of in 

erms of an emergency or extraordinary measure. He issued the proclama- 

Armv and Navv 6 P °T “ T V6Sted 35 Com mander-in-Chfef of the 
acterized it as an acV « ^ ^ ^ necessar y war measure.” He char- 

sht ” Th is w ; V3rr3nted b >' * e Constitution upon military neces- 
sity. This interpretation took the proclamation out of the pattern of 

IT ™ r h c 1 ure g r “ * '^uhriXwTch 

especial vTn LincoT' f ” 1116 CXistin 8 state °f war, and more 

especially in Lincolns interpretation of measures appropriate for such a 

state of war. It is pertinent therefore to remember that Lincoln s view of 

his nar powers gave wide latitude to the President’s choir* nf f 

•hUawoTv “me o ” T? iK with 

nme ot 11 ar. . . . Armies, the world over, destroy ene- 

asscrlcd that" an army commander had^hTright ^ Qui ” Cy AdamS 
territory. He ivas no longer the nfheiel t g 1 emancipate slaves in invaded 
its foreign policy and ivas spealang as con?™ 311 ° f / ErCat slav oholding nation in 
to have had in mind a possible situation in wh^l? 3 ” ^1°™ Massac h us etts. He seems 
called upon to aid in suppressing slave in * C • e ^ rcc states would be 

held military emancipation to be justified. Though^bi 1 ” ^ S °. UtIl ’. in ' vhich case he 
materially from that of the Civil War rh 1 8 -r 15 "; as a situation which differed 
vanccd the contention that John Ouinev AA CS ra ” C . is Adams ’ his grandson, ad- 

Lincoln’s famous Proclamation C F Adams "'T h^o'^ princip]e back ° f 

Law," Alois. Hist. Soc. Proceeding Jr™/ ' ™ Qumcy Ada ™s and Martial 
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mies’ property when they cannot use it; and even destroy their own to 
keep it from the enemy. Civilized belligerents do all in their power to help 
themselves, or hurt the enemy, except a few things regarded as barbarous 
or cruel.” To Lincoln's mind the war emergency justified things normally 
unconstitutional. “I felt that measures, otherwise unconstitutional," he 
said, “might become lawful, by becoming indispensable to the preservation 
of the constitution, through the preservation of the nation." 1J 

This placing of the proclamation strictly on the basis of military neces- 
sity had embarrassing aspects. It seemed a confession that the proclama- 
tion lacked law-worthiness. It served to discountenance any extension of 
the area of the proclamation later in the war; for if military necessity did 
not require the inclusion of Tennessee and of certain portions of Virginia 
and Louisiana at the beginning of 1863, there was even less necessity of 
including them later. Yet as the struggle progressed and abolition came to 
be regarded as a major war aim, this extension of military emancipation 
was precisely what die antislavery element demanded. Furthermore, the 
appeal to military necessity as the legal justification of the proclamation 
caused Lincoln's act to smack of irresponsible dictatorial power, and this 
aspect of the matter gave him no little concern. All these embarrassing 
features of the edict in its legal aspects were noted by Lincoln in a draft 
of a letter to Chase which appears among his published writings under 
date of September 2, 1863. Referring to the difficulties in the way of ex- 
tending the area of the proclamation, he said: 

. . . The original proclamation has no . . . legal justification, except as 
a military measure. . . . If I take the step must I not do so, without the argu- 
ment of military necessity, and so, without any argument, except . . . that 
I think the measure . . . expedient and . . . right? . . . Would I not 
thus be in the boundless field of absolutism? . . . Could it fail to be per- 
ceived that without any further stretch, I might do the same in Delaware, Mary- 
land, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Missouri; and even change any law in any 
state? Would not many of our own friends shrink away appalled? Would it 
not lose us the elections, and with them, the very cause we seek to advance? 14 

To follow further the legal questions presented by the proclamation 
is impossible here. There were strong grounds for disputing its law-worthi- 
ness, whether under the Constitution or under the laws of war; and these 
grounds of dispute seem the more convincing when one remembers the 
expansiveness of Lincoln's theory of the presidential war power and the 
seriousness of his doubts as to the proclamation despite this expansive 
theory. In sum, the edict of freedom would seem to illustrate Lincoln’s 
willingness, with prudent caution and on due provocation, to seize extra- 
legal weapons. 

” Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 4 o3; VU, iSr. 

14 Ibid., VI, 418—4*9. 
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Though the legal bearings of the proclamation are of historical interest, 
its actual effects are of greater significance. In this field a study of realities 
based upon contemporary sources must be substituted for offhand or obvi- 
ous conclusmns. One must consider not merely the language of the procla- 
mation, but also the manner m which certain meanings were read into the 
document by the popular mind. Especially is this true as to the bearing of 
the prodamation upon war aims. According to the strict wording of the 

Preservation* f 7 ^ '7 n ° cl,3nge in War aims was intended. 

Presen anon of slavery in nonrebellious regions was clearly implied- and 
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1 Lincoln, Collected Works, V, 537. 
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valid. It might be urged, that it only aided those that came into our lines, 
and that it was inoperative as to those who did not give themselves up; or 
that it would have no effect upon the children of slaves born hereafter; in 
fact, it would be urged that it did not meet the evil .” 1 

Upon the Negroes of the South the proclamation itself had but little 
immediate effect. This is not to argue that slaves were indifferent to the 
course of the war. Though most of the Negroes in the interior sections of 
the Confederacy remained faithful to their masters and though there were 
cases of unfailing slave loyalty elsewhere, most Negroes, as Federal troops 
neared, began exhibiting increasing restiveness, became impudent to their 
masters, and refused to work or to submit to punishment for their misdo- 
ings. When the Union army actually appeared on the scene, Bell I. Wiley 
writes, the Negroes generally engaged In the "seizure and distribution of 
property, and a general celebration of the advent of freedom.” But the 
emancipation proclamation did not initiate, or even notably stimulate, these 
reactions. It did not lead to a general servile insurrection in the South. The 
Confederates detected a few plots among the slaves, but "actual outbreaks 
were fewer still, and these were immediately suppressed." "That the 
slaves in the interior did not 'rise up’ against their masters,” adds Professor 
Wiley, "is not surprising when one takes into consideration their lack of 
facilities for rapid communication and concerted action, the affection 
which the most intelligent ones had for their master’s families, the fear 
inspired by the summary execution of those whose plots to rebel were de- 
tected, and the tremendous advantages which the whites had over them 
in every respect, save that of numbers." * 

Nor did the proclamation create the phenomenon of Negroes appear- 
ing within Union lines. Prior to its issuance fugitive slaves within their 
camps had been a familiar sight to Union commanders; and such Negroes 
were by law free. Indeed the proclamation added hardly at all to what 
Congress had done, at least on paper, by its acts freeing fugitive slaves 
within Union lines, emancipating slave-soldiers, and freeing “rebeT-owned 
slaves by the confiscation act of 1862. On the morrow of Lincoln’s edict 
Union generals in the South did not suddenly face an entirely new prob- 
lem: it was rather that they now found it necessary to provide more 
formally and elaborately for the increasing numbers of Negroes who were 
no longer to be regarded merely as self-invited guests within their midst. 

Grant’s army in Tennessee and Mississippi found that, with the aban- 
donment of plantations on the approach of Union forces, Negroes "flocked 
in vast numbers — an army in themselves— to the camps of the Yankees." 
Here was a slave population "springing from . . . barbarism, . . . for* 

* The word* quoted (apparently not verbatim) are taken from Lincoln'* 
Speech of Jan. ji, l86j, at published in Nicola y and Hay, eds., Abraham Lincoln- 
Collected Works, II, 63V-634. Tor a further statement of the legal effect of the 
proclamation, tee Panda 11, ConiUtulional Problems Under Lincoln, 37$— j8j. 

* Wiley, Southern Negroes, lS6l-t$6j. 73-7 5. 77, 8 1-8}. 
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saking its local traditions and all the associations ... of the old planta- 
tion life, . . . with feet shod or bleeding, individually or in fami- 
lies . . . — an army of slaves and fugitives, pushing its way irresistibly 
toward an army of fighting men, perpetually on the defensive and perpetu- 
ally ready to attack. The arrival among us of these hordes was like the on- 
coming of cities. There was no plan in this exodus, no Moses to lead it. 
Unlettered reason or the mere inarticulate decision of instinct brought 
them to us.” 4 

To deal with this problem Grant ordered Chaplain John Eaton of the 
Twenty-Seventh Ohio Infantry Volunteers to “take charge of the contra- 
bands.” As Grant explained, his own troops had to be protected from dis- 
ease, and humane considerations dictated that care be given to these help- 
less folk. 5 For these purposes Eaton established Negro camps, cared for the 
sick, organized the able-bodied for military labor, set them to work gather- 
ing and baling cotton, employed them as teamsters and in many other kinds 
of service, dealt with Negro exhorters, kept Negro families together as best 
he could, and made heroic efforts to transform shiftless bondsmen into self- 
sufficing members of society. By July, 1864, Eaton had 113,650 freed- 
men under his supervision. Most of these were earning their own sub- 
sistence, 41,150 in military service as soldiers, laundresses, cooks, officers’ 
servants, or laborers, 62,300 in private employment as mechanics, dray- 
men, hackmen, barbers, hired laborers, and the like; the remainder de- 
pended in whole or in part upon the government for support. 0 General 
B. F. Butler in 1863 created a comparable system of Negro administration 
in parts of Virginia and North Carolina, appointing a "general superin- 
tendent of negro affairs” with a number of superintendents under him and 
directing these officials to take a colored census, provide shelter, medical 
care, and other charity to freedmen, supervise labor contracts, allot lands 
to Negroes, and attend to their training. 7 

These are but a few of the many instances of military action to deal 
with the elaborate problems of the freedmen: they show clearly enough 
that, whether by reason of the proclamation or not, Union commanders had 
immense numbers of slaves (or ex-slaves) on their hands. As the armies 
advanced in the South, especially in 1864-1865, the problem became 
more pressing. The Negroes had but a hazy notion of the meaning of Lin- 
coln's proclamation, in which haziness the whole country shared; but they 

* John Eaton, Grant, Lincoln, and the Freedmen [etc.], 2. It was stated 01. 
December 1, 1863, by a committee representing freedmen’s aid societies that "the 
late glorious victory near Chattanooga has, probably, loosed fifty thousand freed- 
men, •' and that for every mile of Grant's advance "ten thousand freedmen drop 
their chains.” This was obviously a mere offhand statement. Sen. Doc. No. 1, 38 
Cong., 1 sess., p. 2. 

5 Eaton, 5, 13. 

« Wiley, op. cit., 227. 

7 Oflic. flee., 3 ser., Ill, 1139—1144. 



Lincoln and Emancipation 387 

soon knew of it and looked upon the Union military line as the line of 
freedom. 

The advance of Sherman's army [wrote General H. W. Slocum] . . . 
was known far and wide many miles in advance of us. It was natural that these 
poor creatures [the slaves], seeking a place of safety, should flee to the army, 
and endeavor to keep in sight of it. Every day, as we marched on we could see, 
on each side of our line of march, crowds of these people coming to us through 
roads and across the fields, bringing with them all their earthly goods, and many 
goods which were not theirs. Horses, mules, cows, dogs, old family carriages, 
carts, and whatever they thought might be of use . . . were . . . brought 
to us. They were allowed to follow in rear of our column, and at times they 
were almost equal in numbers to the army they were following.* 

In the process of military emancipation, however, Lincoln’s proclama- 
tion was but one of various factors; nor was it an unmixed blessing. It en- 
couraged the rush of Negro refugees into Union lines, stimulated military 
action in dealing with freedmen, promoted abolition measures in some of 
the Union slave states, and prepared the way for the final eradication of 
slavery by constitutional amendment. On the other hand it complicated 
military adjustments between the United States and the Confederate States 
(e.g., with reference to the exchange of prisoners'), opened the way to 
Southern retaliation, launched an angry wave of resentment in the South 
at what was considered a capital grievance, and gave to Lincoln's prestige 
a setback among certain elements of Northern opinion which proved a 
serious loss to the President and his party. 

3 

At the South the proclamation produced a reaction of indignant hos- 
tility. The Richmond Whig (October 1, 1862) denounced the "fiend’s 
new programme,” describing the proclamation as "a dash of the pen to 
destroy four thousand millions of our property, and ... a bid for the 
slaves to rise in insurrection. . . 1 To the Richmond Examiner it 

seemed the "most startling political crime ... yet known in American 
history." Servile insurrection seemed to this journal the “sole purpose’’ of 
the proclamation. 1 Referring to the proclamation in his message to the Con- 
federate Congress on January 12, 1863, President Davis declared that “a 
restitution of the Union has been rendered forever impossible by the adop- 
tion of a measure which . . . neither admits of retraction nor can coexist 
with union.” * The "entire newspaper press of the Confederacy,” said a 
Richmond editor, "echoed the sentiment of the President.” * 

* Battle! and Leaders, IV, 688-689. 

1 Quoted in Moore, Retell. Rec. (Diary), V, 89. 

* I bid. (Diary), VI, 32. 

* Ibid. (Doc.), VI. 381. 

1 Pollard, Lost Cause, 360. 
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E. A. Pollard described the proclamation as the "triumph of fanaticism 
under a false pretence.” He declared that at first it had no effect, being 
worth "no more than the paper on which its bold iniquity was traced, ’ but 
denounced its fundamental principle and referred to the "misrepresenta- 
tion of the emancipation proclamation, as a deed of philanthropy” as "ab- 
surd.” "A candid world,” he said, interpreted it as “an act of malice towards 
the master rather than one of mercy to the slave.” Animating the South to 
desperate exertion, he said, it "secured a new lease of war.” 5 * * 

In the North there was no general unanimity of feeling. Sentiment 
varied from unqualified endorsement to dissatisfaction, doubt, and resent- 
ment. Wendell Phillips spoke of the liberation and arming of the slaves 
as the salvation of the republic; and Charles Sumner endorsed the procla- 
mation in an elaborate speech at Boston. Abolitionists generally, while dis- 
appointed at the limitations of the proclamation, gave it their approval. By 
the firing of guns, mass meetings, and other demonstrations, the event was 
widely hailed as an occasion for jubilation. The New York Times (Sep- 
tember 23, 1862) referred to the President’s decree as the most far-reach- 
ing document ever issued by the government, saying its wisdom was un- 
questionable, its necessity indisputable. Commenting on the first month 
of the proclamation on October 22, 1862, the Times declared that it was 
well received in the loyal states, that the border states had not been alien- 
ated, that the army was not offended, that Southern leaders feared the 
new policy, and that the chord of approval had been struck in Europe. In 
the Northern Congress, though there were outbursts against the edict, the 
votes taken were mostly favorable to it. A resolution of G. H. Yeaman of 
Kentucky, denouncing the proclamation as not calculated to hasten peace 
and not well chosen as a war measure, was tabled in the House (94 to 
45); c an ^ d ie resolution of S. C. Fessenden of Maine approving the reso- 
lution as well adapted to hasten peace was adopted, though by a narrower 
vote (78 to 51V 

There was some effort in Congress to "give effect” to the proclamation, 
i.e., to enact it as a law. Representative Arnold of Illinois introduced into 
the House of Representatives a bill to carry the proclamation “into more 
immediate execution by prohibiting the re-enslavement of any person 
whom the proclamation declared to be free . 8 When the Wade-Davis bill 
was under consideration Sumner moved an amendment providing that the 
emancipation proclamation "is hereby adopted and enacted as a statute of 
the United States, and as a rule ... for the government of the military 
and naval forces thereof." “I wish to see emancipation of the rebel States,” 
said Sumner, “placed under the guarantee of an act of Congress. I do not 

5 I bid., 359-360. 

* Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 3 scss., 76 (Dec. n, 1862). 

' Ibid., 92 (Dec. 15, 1862). 

' Cong. Globe, 38 Cong., 1 5 ess., 20 (Dec. I4j jggj). 
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wish to see it left to float on a presidential proclamation.” 1 Willard Sauls- 
bury of Delaware, one of the border-state moderates, seized upon Sumner's 
amendment as a confession that the proclamation was without legal effect 
in itself, adding that he had not supposed the President’s friends would so 
soon make open confession that his acts were illegal. Though these pro- 
posals were not adopted, both houses of Congress did pass in the Wade- 
Davis bill of 1864 a provision that “all persons held to involuntary servi- 
tude ... in the [seceded] states . . . are hereby emancipated and dis- 
charged therefrom, and they and their posterity shall be forever free." 
Owing to Lincoln's veto this bill never became law; indeed one of his ob- 
jections was this very clause, for he did not believe that Congress possessed 
even in war the power to abolish slavery in the South by ordinary statute. 
In this respect he felt that the President’s war power exceeded that of 
Congress. 

Many Northern individuals either opposed the proclamation or ex- 
pressed disappointment in it. Thurlovv Weed declared: “. . . it has 
strengthened the South and weakened the North. . . .” 10 The elder 
Francis P. Blair said that the President “had ruined himself by his procla- 
mations, and it was necessary to do something to regain the confidence of 
the people." 11 The effect of the proclamation upon Orville H. Browning of 
Illinois is of considerable interest. Opposed to slat ery, Browning had en- 
listed enthusiastically with the anti-Nebraska movement of 1854 and had 
become one of the leading Republicans of Illinois. His character and public 
acts offer an excellent study of the effect of Lincoln’s increasing radicalism 
upon Republican moderates. He vigorously opposed the drastic confiscation 
act of 1862 and was offended when Lincoln signed it: the emancipation 
proclamation met with his strong disapproval and made a marked differ- 
ence in his attitude toward Lincoln’s policies and toward the Republican 
party. In his diary he revealed his views as follows: “Had conversation 
[October 14, 1S62J with Judge Drummond [Federal justice in Illinois] 
upon public affairs. He agrees fully with me in my views — . . . Thought 
the Presidents proclamation unfortunate — He was not satisfied of its con- 
stitutionality but to say nothing of that, it was ill advised as it could do no 
possible good, and certainly would do harm in uniting the rebels more 
firmly than ever, and making them fight with the energy of despair." “ 

This Republican senator was asked to address a Union meeting in his 
home town, Quincy, Illinois, on the night before the election of Novem- 
ber 4, 1862. According to the Quincy Whig he "appeared, began his 
speech by . . . pronouncing the issues more momentous tha[n] . . in 

any election in this country and then astonished his hearers by the sage 

» Ifciil , 3460. 

10 Seitz, Greeley, 144. 

11 Browsing. Diary, I, 6 oz. 

11 Ibid., I, 578. 
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advice that they should . . . vote for the best ticket, leaving it to be in- 
ferred that he did not know which was the best ticket. Gov. Wright, a 
Democrat, had an opinion and gave it; Mr. Browning gave none, . . . fell 
back into the confiscation rut, and wound up with a sneer at proclama- 
tions.” 13 It does not appear that Browning, friend of Lincoln though he 
was, ever again gave real support to the Republican party after the procla- 
mation. 

Many other examples of this dissent could be cited. Thomas Ewing 
“said the Presidents emancipation and Habeas Corpus proclamations had 
ruined the Republican party in Ohio.” 14 The adverse verdict upon the 
Lincoln administration given in the election of 1862, and the part of the 
proclamation in contributing to this verdict, will be noted later. 15 As to the 
anti-Lincoln Democrats, their attitude was expressed by Vallandigham’s 
denunciation of a war to free the blacks and enslave the whites. In Illinois 
the proclamation was denounced by Democrats as a “gigantic usurpation,” 
as "unwarrantable in military [and] civil law,” and as properly called a 
“war measure,” for it would "protract the war indefinitely.” 10 Similar ex- 
pressions could be repeated at great length. It should, however, be noted 
per contra that such support as came to the administration in Illinois in 
the election of 1862 was attributed by the Chicago Tribune to the emanci- 
pation proclamation and the removal of General Buell; 17 that Grimes of 
Iowa considered the proclamation a source of strength in his state; 1S and 
that a similar view as to Missouri was expressed by the Missouri Demo- 
crat . 10 


As to the effect of the proclamation abroad it is not easy to generalize. 
It is true that there was in Europe and England an overwhelming anti- 
slavery sentiment and that enthusiastic applause was received from Eng- 
lish abolitionists; but at the same time many felt that it was not the hu- 
manitarian motive which had actuated Lincoln and that the proclamation 
as issued nas unfortunate. Various British newspapers scored the measure, 
declaring that it was without legal force, that it was a high-handed pro- 
ceeding, and that it betrayed Lincoln’s waning power. 70 On the other hand 
there were many foreign expressions of opinion distinctly favorable to the 
Lincoln administration. John Bigelow wrote to Seward (October 10, 


15 Quincy Whig, Nov. 10, 1862. 

14 Browning, Diary, I, 592. 

15 See below, pp. 456-461. 


” Quoted in Cole, Era of the Civil War, 300. 

17 Chicago Tribune, Nor. 6, 1862, p. 1, c. 1. 

18 WiHiam Salter, Life of fames W. Grimes, 218; O. B. Clark, P olitics of Iowa 
during the CinJ War and Reconstruction, 168-169. 

lp Missouri Democrat, Nov. 5, 6, y, 1862. 

“ Por a brief summary- of British press opinion, sec J. B. McMastcr, Lincoln's 
Admimstranon, 292 For French opinion see Lynn M. Case, French Opinion on the 
Vn icd States and Mexico sSCo-rUy, and W. Reed West, Contemporary French 
Opinion on the American Civil War. ‘ 7 



Lincoln and Emancipation 


39 1 


1862) that France was "unanimously for emancipation" and that the 
Union cause would “daily grow in grace” in that country. Among humani- 
tarians in England the proclamation produced, as Frederic Bancroft has 
said, a “surprising awakening,” being hailed in public meetings addressed 
by prominent speakers. 11 On January 29, 1863, an emancipation meeting 
in Exeter Hall, London, was so crowded that a second and a third meeting 
were held to accommodate the overflow. Telegrams were read reporting 
meetings in other places; the name of Lincoln was cheered and the cause 
of the South denounced.” So greatly were the Confederate agents worried 
at this time because of "the universal hostility of Europe to slavery and 
the . . warnings that Europe would never recognize ... a slave- 
power” that Judah P. Benjamin, Confederate secretary of state, has been 
described as “in profound despair” and ready to concede that “spades were 
trumps.” New instructions for the Confederate commissioners were pre- 
pared: they were now ready to propose Southern emancipation of the Ne- 
groes if they could thus improve their prospects of recognition. 25 The fact 
that recognition was not obtained, though shortly previous to this it seemed 
highly probable, is in large part attributable to Lincoln’s proclamation. 

4 

A natural accompaniment of emancipation was the use of colored 
men as Union soldiers. Though most Northerners were willing to accept 
Negroes as laborers in the army, there was, at the outset, much opposition 
to the idea of Negro troops, and even Lincoln "thought that the organiza- 
tion, equipment and arming of negroes, like other soldiers, would be 
productive of more evil than good." 1 But after the emancipation proclama- 
tion sentiment for Negro soldiers grew. Indeed, several Federal com- 
manders had not waited for the President to act but, on their own initia- 
tive, had for several months been recruiting colored troops. On April 12, 
1862, General David Hunter in command of the Department of the 
South had organized the first official regiment of Negro troops, composed 
of former slaves from Georgia, Florida, and South Carolina; but this 
proved a bad beginning, for the blacks were, according to one account, 
"driven like cattle” into the regiment, "kept for several months in camp, 
and then turned off without a shilling, by order of the War Department.” * 

In July General John W. Phelps began outfitting "three regiments of Afri- 
cans" in his Louisiana command, but friction with his superior officer, 
Benjamin F. Butler, soon led to his resignation. On August 22 Butler him- 

11 Bancroft, Seward, II, 340-341. 

22 Moore, Retell. Rec. (Diary), VI, 40-41. 

2S r. L. Owsley, King Cotton Diplomacy, 552, 554. 

1 Donald, ed., Inside Lincoln's Cabinet, 99—100. 

* T. W. Higgmson, Army Life in a Black Regiment, 1 5. 
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laws of war and a measure of brutal barbarity. On August 21, 1862, Presi- 
dent Jefferson Davis proclaimed that the Union generals Hunter and 
Phelps should be treated not as public enemies but as outlaws and should 
be executed as felons, on account of their use of slaves in armed service. 13 
In his proclamation of December 23, 1862, Davis declared that in view 
of the efforts of the President of the United States to "excite servile war 
within the Confederacy, slave soldiers and Federal commissioned officers 
serving with them should be turned over to the states of the South to be 
dealt with according to the laws of said states” which meant being put to 
death. 15 A mod.fied treatment was decreed by the Confederate Congress, 
which regarded the matter as a problem for the Confederacy, not the states, 
and which provided (April 30, 1863) that white officers commanding 
Negro soldiers should be "deemed as inciting servile insurrection” and 
should, if captured, be put to death or be otherwise punished, at the dis- 
cretion or the court. ’ 16 


Against these severe decrees an order of counter-retaliation was issued 
by Dincoffi, who proclaimed (July 30, 1863) that for every Union soldier 
lulled in violation of the laws of war, "a rebel soldier shall be executed,” 
and for every one enslaved “a rebel soldier shall be placed at hard la- 

r ' ' * :md , [S ° ] COntinued • • • “"til the other shall . . . receive 
the treatment due to a prisoner of war.” 

It was not that these threats were put into effect: it apnears rather 
that on both sides the retaliatory declarations were intended primarily to 
soften die war by putting an end to uncivilised practices; they are dis- 
ttnefly to be regarded as threats rather than „ the basis of Completed pol- 
icy Ltncon handled alleged Confederate atrocities against Negro soldiers 
with great caution and restraint, even the brutal affair at Fort Pillow. 
Tennessee where on April ra, ,86 4 , General N. B. Fewest was alleged 
have refused quarter to surrendering Negro „„„ ps w h„ counted a 

TTeLt .SdTjlTe” 1 ’ 0 "'' 5 " W ma5s acred several hundred 
of them instead ot taking them prisoners. A United Shew c <. • 

gating committee angrily charged that the Confederates had Jurd^oo 
Union men in cold blood after the nnst . J " uruereu 3 UU 

and our men had thrown down their arms ” ” tlT ^ ^ ’ 

, „ , „ _ ^ ^ Respite the aroused state 

13 Moore, Rebel/. Rcc. (Diary), y, f,z. 

14 Offic. Rcc., 2 scr., V, 797. 

is In South Carolina, for instance, by an act Dascrd • 

.q against whites were subjected to the penalty of a ”1 c 5, Negrocs caught in 
- * eath. S. C. Statutes at Large, 


-uniat, Confcd. Cong., Ill, 3 8G 38— 

Rep. No. 6 3, 38 Cong., r sess.V see akn M 

~ facts about the Fort Pillow affair are “•n ®,. Reh ^>- R cc. (Doc.), 
There a Massacre at Fort Piffov-3 >• T Stl ,n dispute. John L. Jordan 
-t the Federal garrison was dumb Quart " VI - 99-133 

the flag or to give up their , ‘ . 1 dle hme °f the attack and 

' (.The Sable Arm 1-73 Tms ln evidence of their surrender. 

’ I73 ~ i 74 ) concludes that, while the ex- 
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of Northern opinion, Lincoln remained calm. In a public statement made 
six days after the "massacre" he declared: “We do not to-day know that a 
colored soldier, or white officer commanding colored soldiers, has been 
massacred by the rebels when made a prisoner. . . . We are having the 
Fort-Pillow affair thoroughly investigated. ... If ... it shall turn 
out that there has been no massacre at Fort-Pillow, it will be almost safe 
to say there has been none, and will be none elsewhere.” 18 It is significant 
that, in spite of Northern indignation over this incident there was no re- 
taliation by the Union government. As explained by Nicolay and Hay and 
by Rhodes, this may have been due to the rush of events, or, more probably, 
to the realization that the incident grew out of the heat of war, and that 
retaliation would only make the matter far worse.” 

5 

The actual consummation of freedom in American law and practice 
was less a matter of presidential proclamation than of state action and 
constitutional amendment. In West Virginia a clause providing gradual 
emancipation was included in the new-state constitution of 1863 in order 
to fulfill one of the requirements of admission to the Union. Immediate 
abolition was provided by constitutional amendment in Tennessee in Feb- 
ruary, 1865. In Maryland liberation was provided by an ordinary law 
which merely "repealed" the slave code of the state concerning Negroes, 
this code being but an enactment of the legislature. A still different method 
was adopted in Missouri, where slavery was abolished by ordinance passed 
by a state convention (January 11, 1865). Two of the border states, how- 
ever, Delaware and Kentucky, clung tenaciously to the dying institution; 
and the war ended with slavery still a state matter, though seriously inter- 
fered with by national authority.* 

For the final disposition of a problem which had been handled piece- 
meal by the President, the states, and Congress, and which in consequence 
was left in considerable confusion, it came to be recognized that a consti- 
tutional amendment was a legal necessity. Such an amendment was there- 
fore reported from the Senate committee on the judiciary by Trumbull of 
Illinois. It was the first example of the use of the amending process to 
accomplish a specific reform on a nationwide scale, outside what may be 
called the strictly constitutional function of determining the composition 
and functions of government. There were grave doubts as to such use of 
the Constitution. Some felt that domestic institutions were so thoroughly 
a matter of state jurisdiction that a change such as the proposed thirteenth 

tent of the "massacre” has been exaggerated, there was in fact “ ‘indiscriminate 
slaughter’ of Union troops, particularly of Negroes, after the fort had fallen." 

ia Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 302—303. 

19 Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, VI, 479—481; Rhodes, V, 512—513. 

1 Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, 385—390. 
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amendment should be resisted as a revolutionary alteration of the basic 
American federal system. There was also considerable doubt whether the 
national Constitution could be legally amended during the Civil War; and 
in this doubt Senator Trumbull himself, when discussing another matter, 
had shared. Such was the opposition to the amendment when first pro- 
posed that, though the Senate adopted it (April 8, 1864) by a vote of 38 
to 6,- the lower house (June 15, 1864) failed to muster the necessary 
two-thirds, the vote being 93 to 65, with 23 not voting. 3 The representa- 
tives, however, were moved by the election of 1864 and the progress of 
the war to a change of heart; and on January 31, 1865, the amendment 
was carried, 1 19 to 56, 8 not voting. 4 

The story of the ratification of the amendment is hound up with the 
early stages of postwar reconstruction under President Johnson. Of the 
thirty-six states in 1865, three-fourths of which were necessary for ratifi- 
cation, more than one-fourth (eleven) had been seceded states of the Con- 
federacy, while two of the Union states, Delaware and Kentucky, refused 
to ratify. It was thus necessary to count in some of the seceded states in 
order to obtain ratification; and as a matter of fact Secretary Seward, in 
«A Pr -i° T hidl deCl3red the ame ndment in force (December 18, 

i 8 p 6 . 5 ?’, dld “ d p d< : eight of the former Confederate States, as shown in 
the table on the following page. 

'T?', ei8ht Soull : em sta, “ sI »>uld be considered competent to 
“taem and 'ITT”'™' JTV"' 1 ’ being essential to its en- 

Unta is hm T P :? by Coog’-oss and not considered states in the 
Union, is hut one of the many anomalies of reconstruction. They were the 

lltnZ",Z C r m,S ° f ^ ^ht Into being underwent 
t’i"" 'TP 1 '?”' h« 8»uous plan of restoration, bn, 
o 7 *e Radical, h i ”” ty o' V "" liC " V '' S ">» controlled Congress. Some 
o fc countt “'.T'l “ o 65 **”' Southern sees be left out 
Unfon state he ™?d d°' »d drat only the 

moSd W ,0 oive til , n “»'• ihree-fourths of which 

ZS"? :at,0n - ■" he. Lincoln’s secretaries and bi- 

"ratified by a, out of the” 6StMB” Mvh ’ mB •'h*' ‘ he am ' ndn ’ e " t "' as 
shown by Seward's protmatfoX Dec ' mfe Vs 'TZT'l "“X “ 

sstr tj 1 ': ,he ™ ^ 

moved "“cobons. ® that all doubts of „ s validity were re- 

Lincoln did not live to see i u 

over, an important par, of his cmancipaL po&ZXtilumT 

5 Cong. Globe, 38 Cong., x scss., I49D . 

* Ibid., 2995. 

Ibid., 38 Cong., 2 scss., 531. 

* Works Ci 2 vol. ed.), X, 352 n. 
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Adoption of the Thirteenth Amendment, December 18, 1865 
(Stars indicate those states whose ratifications were counted in Seward’s procla- 
mation of December 18, 1865, declaring the amendment in force.) 



Free States of the 

Slave States of 

I States cf the Former 


Union 


the Union 

Confederacy 


Cal. 

•Md. 

* Ohio 

Del. 

* Ark. 

*La. 

* Conn. 

* Mich. 

Ore. 

Ky. 

* Tenn. 

Miss. 

•III. 

• Minn. 

*Pa. 


*N. C. 

* Ala. 

•Ind. 

* Mo. 

* R. I. 


• Va. (See note 

* Ga. 

Ia. 

•N. H. 

•Vt. 


below) 

*S. C. 

* K.an. 

N. J. 

*\V. Va. 


Tex. 


* Me. 

•N.y. 

* Wis. 


Fla. 


• Mass. 

•Nev. 





Total, 23 

Total, 2 

Total, II 


Total of all the States, 36 


Note. The United States government recognized the “restored government” of 
Virginia; and that state was, rather fictitiously, represented in the Federal Congress 
in the early part of the war. It was not, however, considered to be in the Union 
in 1865. 

that of compensation to slaveholders. In passing the British emancipation 
act of 1833 the Parliament granted the amount of £20,000,000 as com- 
pensation for the destruction of slate property. Not only did the Parliament 
consider the cash value of the slaves, but it also considered such factors as 
the value of slave-worhed land and the prospective value of children to be 
born. Lincoln labored valiantly for compensation to Southern owners. At 
the Hampton Roads Conference (February, 1865) he is reported to have 
said that he “would be willing to be taxed to remunerate the Southern 
people for their slaves”; that he “believed the people of the North were as 
responsible for slav ery as the people of the South”; and that he would be 
in favor "of the Government paying a fair indemnity for the loss to the 
owners.” • 

After the war, however, compensation for slaveholders not only re- 
ceived little thought hut was opposed to the prevailing view. The joint reso- 
lution of Congress expressing a willingness in 1862 to compensate any 
state that would free its slaves represents simply a stage in a rapidly chang- 
ing policy. It vv as natural to suppose that the offer should not hold good in- 
definitely, since promptness on the part of the states was desired in order 
to hasten peace. During the brief period when this compensation policy 
was presumably active, the border-state governments contributed their part 

* Alexander H. Stephens, War between the Suites, II, 617. (Stephens reports 
the conference from his own personal observation as one of the commissioners.) 
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to the burial of the project: otherwise such efforts as those of Maryland in 
1865 to obtain compensation on the basis of the Federal pledge might be 
viewed with more sympathy. When at the end of the war a new policy — 
abolition by constitutional amendment — had been put forth, the claims of 
those few states whose independent abolition of slavery occurred just be- 
fore the adoption of the nation-wide amendment were lost from sight. Fi- 
nally the matter was settled by the fourteenth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion, which declared that “neither the United States nor any State shall 
assume or pay . . . any claim for the loss or emancipation of any slave.” 



CHAPTER Z3 

The Middle Phase: 
Gettysburg, Vicksburg, Chattanooga 


In military operations the scar 1SG3, though opening inauspicious!) 1 , 
prosed in both the East and the West to be a period of significant Union 
achievement. On the Confederate side the victor) 1 of Fredericksburg had 
not been followed up. It is the sicsv of E. A. Pollard that Burnside with 
“his shattered arm) . . . cowering beneath the houses of Fredericksburg" 
was at "an appalling extremity," and. he added, the Southern public 
“ssaited ssith impatience to hear that Gen. Lee had assumed the offen- 
sive.” Pollard considered the annihilation of Burnside's army possible. 1 Lee, 
however, feared further assaults; he ivas loath to abandon his defensive 
position; and, whether rightly or not, he withheld his counterattack. 
Though facing a superior foe, he again divided his army, sending Long- 
street on a minor enterprise against Suffolk.* Thus he gave a great ad- 
vantage to Hooker, who had about 130,000 facing Lees 6o,ooo.* The 
Federal army was once more in 6ne condition, desertion having been 
largely checked and morale running high. Hooker divided his forces: 

* E. A. Pollard, The Lon Cause, 345. 

* Federal* under General John J. Peel occupied Suffolk, Virginia, with a force 
of 15,000, which for a short time wat increased to about 19,000. (O/Jic. Rec , 
t ter., XVIII, 281-181.) In Che belief that thij potition was being developed as a 
base for a movement against Richmond, Longstrect with a large force (estimated 
by FederaJs at about 30,000) was detached from Lee’s main army facing Hooker 
and interposed between Suffolk and the Confederate capital, finable to take the 
place by assaull, he sat down to a siege, though he also described his purpose as 
that of collecting supplies from this eastern area. When Hooker attacked. Long- 
street was ordered on April 29 to rejoin Lee; but CbancellorsvilJe had been fought 
before his army reached Richmond. Offic. Ree.. 1 scr., XVIII, 267-341; Battles and 
Leaders, III, 244; IV, 533 n. Freeman (IV, 167) notes this as one of Lee's mistakes. 

* Battles and Leaders, HI, 237-238. Freeman’s estimate (It. 506) is t jS.ooo 
for Hooker and 62,500 for Lee- 
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Sedgwick was to threaten Lee’s right below Fredericksburg; Hooker’s own 
forces w'ere to strike at Lee from the direction of Chancellorsville (west of 
Fredericksburg); Stoneman with his cavalry was to imitate the redoubtable 
Stuart, executing a sweep to the rear of the Confederate force and wreck- 
ing their communications with Richmond. The Union commander had 
"divided his army into two wings, and the enemy, no ordinary enemy, lay 
between them.” 4 Aware of Hooker’s positions and designs, Lee showed his 
audacious contempt of superior Union strength by still further dividing 
his force, sending Stonewall Jackson with about 30,000 men on a w'ide 
flanking movement to strike Hooker’s detached right under Howard, while 
Lee himself, with a force of about 15,000, was to hold Hooker. Jackson 
succeeded brilliantly, surprising Howard, whose men, with arms stacked, 
were cooking supper. Separated from the main force under Hooker, How- 
ard w'as caught with greatly inferior numbers and was rolled up in a sharp 
attack in front, side, and rear by Jackson’s crack troops. Here was an exam- 
ple of Confederate numerical superiority in an engagement despite general 
superiority of the whole Union force over the Confederate. In the con- 
fusion of this wilderness combat Jackson’s charging troops struck suddenly 
and pursued for a mile as the Federals showed increasing resistance in 
their retreat. Meanwhile Lee’s demonstration witli a "thin line” farther 
to the east had deterred Hooker from sending troops to resist Jackson. s 
Blame for the Union defeat must fall partly upon Howard, who, in the 
words of his biographer, deserves "severe criticism” for his failure to rec- 
onnoiter his position and to anticipate Jackson’s attack, 6 but it rests even 
more heavily upon Hooker, who, as two careful British soldiers tersely 
handlin ” ^ Und “ ^ Command a Iar § er force than he was capable of 


ChMcdiorsnlle was Jackson’s last battle (May 2, 1863). He had 
ridden out with staff officers beyond his lines; on returning his party was 
imstaken for Federals and he was shot by his own men. On May 10,1863, 
ie died, having received Lee’s congratulations on the "victory, which is 

nUr d T ener F\ 8 SuGh generals as J ackson could not be re- 

nonn »w e i C ? n t 5 ed « r - a ?. y ^ Suffercd 3 stunnin g blow; Lee, now at "high 
noon, had lost his right arm.” 9 

The , battl 1 C of Chancellorsville raged on from the 1st to the 5th of 
Ma } ; and by the 6th Lee had whipped back the splendid host which Hooker 


< Battles and Leaders, III, i 57 . See also ,52, ly2 . 

Freeman, Lee, II, 530-551. 

Hist., Ill, 59 (Man^Tg 1 ^’). 0 °’ H °"’ ard: Genera l at Chancellorsville,” Civil War 

States ' ^. B5rkbCCk W °° d and E. Edmonds, The Civil War in the United 

R. E 8 LcTgT° nS and UtUTS ° f Gcncral Robert E. Lee, by his son. Captain 
Freeman, Lee, II, chs. Jccdv, rctv. 
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had described as "the finest army on the planet.” Like so many other bat- 
tles of the war, however, it was indecisive; and Hooker, putting the blame 
of defeat upon subordinates, was still a formidable foe in command of a 
powerful army. Another grapple between the Army of the Potomac and the 
Army of Northern Virginia necessarily impended. For Lee the main ques- 
tions were whether to fight south of the Potomac or carry the war into 
enemy country, and whether to send a part of his troops west to relieve 
Pemberton and Bragg and try to save Vicksburg from Grant's closing vise. 


Lee decided to invade the North and not to send troops west. To those 
who deal in hypothetical strategy it appeared that the Southern capital 
might at this point have been seized by Hooker. On the other hand, Lee 
could hare taken Washington about as easily as Hooker Richmond. This 
"swapping of queens” was not to occur; the objective of each commander 
was the army of the other. The month of June was occupied in marching 
and maneuvering; and by the end of the month Lee had swung his three 
great corps under Longstreet, Ewell, and A, P. Hill into Pennsylvania, 
where on the first three days of July there was fought at Gettysburg the 
greatest battle of the war. That the armies met and gave battle at Gettys- 
burg was without premeditation on either side. Lee was simply moving 
north to threaten Washington and other cities, even planning at one stage 
to push Ewell as far as Harrisburg; while Hooker had marched north over 
a more easterly route to keep his forces interposed between Washington 
and the Confederates. Detached forces accidentally came to blows just out- 
side Gettysburg on July i, and the battle was precipitated. 

On the eve of the battle Lincoln removed Hooker and put the army 
and the nation’s safety in the hands of George G. Meade, whose rise to 
high command was as much of a surprise to himself as to the army, which 
had gone wild with jubilation over a rumor that McClellan had been re- 
instated as their leader. Meade had been trained at West Point, had dis- 
tinguished himself in the Virginia campaigns, and was soon to prove his 
soldierly qualities. The Union force under his command was about 88,000 
to Lee’s 75,000. On Meade’s side the strategic object was to force Lee to 
fight before he could cross the Susquehanna. To Lee a battle was a neces- 
sity. He was conducting an offensive with a confident army; he could not 
retreat without fighting. It was Meade’s game to see that the locus and 
conditions of the battle should be as favorable as possible to the Union side. 

Lee had given up his Harrisburg project, had recalled Ewell, and was 
concentrating his forces at Cashtown when, on July 1, Heth’s (Confeder- 
ate) division of Hill's corps met and engaged Buford’s (Union) cavalry to- 
gether with the advance infantry of the Federals led by Reynolds, Meade’s 
second in command. Other troops. Union and Confederate, were now 
rapidly approaching Gettysburg, so that each hour revealed important 
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changes in the positions of corps, divisions, and brigades. On the first day 
the Union forces, in a sharp engagement, were overpowered by superior 
Confederate numbers; but by falling back in fair order they rallied on 
Cemetery Hill south of the town, and with the help of new troops under 
Howard and Hancock were able to hold that important position. In this 
first day’s fight the Unionists sustained a grievous loss in the death of Gen- 
eral Reynolds, who had exposed himself in the woods near the Chambers- 
burg road west of Gettysburg and was brought down by a sharpshooter. He 
was succeeded by Winfield Scott Hancock, a soldierly leader trained at 
West Point and seasoned by service on the Peninsula, at Antietam, at 
Fredericksburg, and at Chancellorsville. He was one of the keenest and 
most alert of the Union commanders. 


In the country around Gettysburg flat fields alternate with ridges, rock 
formations, hills, and small mountains. West of the town stands the 
Lutheran seminary, from which there extends north and south a stretch of 
high ground called Seminary Ridge.” About a mile east of this position is 
Cemetery Ridge, these parallel ridges being but slightly higher than the 
intervening plain. The cemetery is just south of the town, this location be- 
ing called "Cemetery Hill”; farther to the east is “Culp’s Hill.” About two 
miles south of Cemetery Hill are two small mountains of conical shape, 
called "Round Top” and "Little Round Top.” When the Union position 
was developed after much shifting, it presented a fish-hook formation with 
the eye of the hook (the Union left) on Round Top, the main extent of 
die position along Cemetery Ridge, and the right (the barb of the hook) 
on Culps Hill. It was a strong defensive position, assumed more by the 
accident of war than by the foresight of Union generals. Opposite, on 
Seminary Ridge, stood the Confederates. Instead of giving battle under 
such circumstances, Longstreet urged Lee to swing round the Union left 
and by interposing between the Union army and Washington, dislodge 
Meade, select a good position, force Meade to make the attack, and beat 
the Federals as at Fredericksburg. Lee, however, overruled Longstreet’s 
plan as ; impracticable, n this decision, says Freeman, he has been "sus- 
tained by nearly all military critics.” 1 

,T h , e f in f Ci ( J en ? T 0 f the SGCOnd day were concerned chiefly with the right 
and left of the Union positions. On the left Longstreet and A. P. Hill 

Tons 0 *7* % u ainS i eXp ° Sed Union P° sition below the Round 
Dev l\ nl CFC ^ n figHUng in the Peac h Orchard and 

Sidle fieM it? 1 ? ? e c Confc^te were successful; so that the Den 
The Rounl T 1 ° tbe Round Tops were held by the Confederates. 

Ias thr^l T nF^ emS i e u S ’ however ’ were ^cure in Union hands. This 

tions on M Int Meade had intrusted the opera- 

tions on his left He found Little Round Top unoccupied, deemed it the 

key of the whole position,” and asked Meade for troops to be sent to this 
1 Freeman, Lee, III, 82. 
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point. Infantry and artillery were rushed to the height under pressure; 
they arrived in time to beat the Confederates back in a close encounter; 
and both Round Tops were in Union possession. 

It has been asserted that the failure of the Confederates to shake the 
Union left on July 2 was due to Longstreet, whose attack did not occur un- 
til mid-afternoon. Maurice, writing in glowing terms of Lee’s generalship, 
joins in the criticism of Longstreet; Freeman writes of his obstinacy, in- 
subordination, and failure to cooperate. 2 On the other hand, Colonel Don- 
ald B. Sanger has shown that such critics have not studied the actual route 
winch Longstreet’s men had to take in order to get into the line of battle. 
Considering the distance and the type of march,” he writes, “arrival in 
position for attack could not be expected before 2 p.m. and might be ex- 
tended to about 6 p.m. Anything between these extremes may be assumed 
wit 1 equa propriety. It is worth remembering that the later complaints 
over Longstreet s alleged dilatoriness did not originate with Lee himself; 
the Confederate commander contented himself in his official report with 
the statement that Longstreet’s dispositions were not completed as early 
as was expected ; At the other end of the battle line, at the close of the 

r<Tr o-u' V , S tr0 ° PS aSS3Ulted 1116 Union Early struck on East 
Cemetery Hill without capturing the position. Johnson’s 5 division did bet- 

!»» ,rvc«L"r<l""‘ tCn ” mS S ‘ C ” ,P ' S H1U; ,his *«“<”■. ^ve,, 

hc,d , a council of 

nn the 1 - t , u 1116 exist,n 8 Union position, remain 

3; a "' a ", l r“ s , at,adi - n>°t >«•>* ™ dieted ag™*. 

h Sr»„fS,,ri d ' ,a V C<I “ n,il aftern0 " n 0“'V 3) and irked 

” ge<i ,hat ,his fromd •««* tc 

ineuver „„ Mc,de' T'S made “ ten thc Fcdml Portion by a 
maneuver on Meades left. He was overruled; and the attack bv Pickett’s 

cS°bVbrr„ " d ,'b h ° Pe that by 8 SUpiema Union »n>er 

Thl ce„Mr He h»d° PU ' Mea * had anticipated the attack 

s CCntCr - He had concentrated his first and second corps there with 

2 Ibid., Ill, chs. vi, vii, ; x , 
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406 - 4 , 9 . SC1ZUrC of the Round Tops. Battles and Leaders, III, 
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Hancock in command; the position was made secure by defensive works 
and artillery placements; reserves were ready to be rushed in; and cavalry 
were stationed in the rear with orders to shoot stragglers. About one 
o'clock the Confederate guns opened fire with such a cannonade as had 
never been witnessed in any American battle; whereupon answering Union 
batteries caused the scene to resemble a "furious thunderstorm.” * Confed- 
erate ammunition was low, however, and Meade’s artillery was far from 
silenced. Though it “seemed madness to launch infantry into that fire," ' 
Pickett's division, supported by troops under Pettigrew, Wilcox, and 
Trimble — about 15,000 men — moved forward. Their advancing lines 
crumpled, re-formed, and pressed ahead under terrific fire from Union bat- 
teries; as they approached the Union position they were struck by concen- 
trated infantry volleys aimed with precision, the work of the sharpshooters 
being especially effective. As life poured out like water the flower of 
Southern manhood was sacrificed in a ghastly slaughter. At the peak of 
the attack General Armistead fell at the moment when, with a hundred 
men, he had momentarily pierced the Union position at "bloody angle" on 
the crest of the ridge. The bleeding fragments of Pickett’s division stag- 
gered back to Seminary Ridge; Lee, whose thoughts may have anticipated 
Appomattox, met them with self-composed dignity; Meade withheld the 
countercharge which the Southerners expected; and the battle of Gettys- 
burg was over.* Next day the armies lay facing each other "like spent lions 
nursing their wounds"; 7 * * 10 Meade still avoided attack; and Lee began his 
orderly retreat to Virginia (July 4). Having halted his army at Williams- 
port, where he waited for the Potomac to subside, he crossed on the night 
of the 13th. Meade’s opportunity to strike a counter blow and catch Lee at 
a disadvantage, with a swollen river at the back of his retreating army, was 
lost. Thus the huge stakes possible as a result of Gettysburg. so Meade’s 
critics said, were permitted to elude Union grasp. 

3 

Events on the w estern front must now be brought into the story. On 
the Union side the Henry-Donelson-Shiloh campaign and the Pope-Foote 
Campaign, as already noted, had demonstrated the effect of joint military 
and naval operations on (he western rivers, a factor whose importance in 

7 Freeman, Lee, III, 119. 

* Statement of General E. P. Alexander, C. S. A., Battles and Leaders, III, 

364. 

• In reviewing Gettysburg Freeman points out that Stuart "violated orders and 
deprived Lee of his services when most needed," theC tie failure of Ewell to taie 
Cemetery Hill at the end of the first day was a serious mistake, that Lee’s extended 
line made coordination difficult, that Longstreet’s delay was exceedingly costly, that 
the “reorganized army did not fight as a single machine,” and that in Pickett’s 
charge insufficient troops were thrown In to support the assault. Freeman, Lee, III, 
*47 if- 

10 Thomas Nelson Page, Lee, 349. 
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the war can hardly be overestimated. After these campaigns, which left 
the Cumberland and Tennessee rivers and the upper Mississippi in Union 
control, there followed a series of changes in army command. Halleck, 
reaping credit for western advance, was transferred to Washington and 
made general-in-chief of all the land forces of the United States in July, 
1862. This brought promotion to Grant, who had been relegated to an un- 
important place and had even, for a time, been under arrest. He was now 
put in general command of the forces in western Tennessee and northern 
Mississippi. 1 Besides leading his own Army of the Tennessee he had au- 
thonty over Rosecrans, who succeeded Pope as commander of the Army 
of the Mississippi. D. C. Buell, commanding the Army of the Ohio, was 
intrusted with operations in central and eastern Tennessee, the latter re- 
gion being especially in Lincoln’s eye because of its Unionism and its 
readiness to cooperate in civil reconstruction. 

The keys to western strategy were Chattanooga and Vicksburg. Chat- 
tanooga was so placed in topography and rail connections as to form a door- 
way between Richmond and the nearer Southwest; Vicksburg not only 
commanded the Mississippi River, but formed the rail connection with the 

emrion. r 0 ?’ es P cc ' al, y j Texas - where the blockade was of limited 
efficiency, and where food and munitions were obtained for the Confeder- 
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Crittenden. At about the same time Morgan’s cavalry struck 

Ropes, Sfoy, of the Ciril War, II, 3 86 C but see Upton, a 74 ). 
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the line of the Louisville and Nashville in Kentucky, surprising small 
Union detachments, cutting railway tracks, wrecking bridges, capturing or 
destroying military stores, interrupting telegraph communications, inter- 
cepting Union dispatches, conveying false messages over the wire to the 
eneim, terrorizing small villages, and creating general havoc and confusion 
along the widely stretched Federal lines. This raid by Morgan (July 4—28) 
was followed by another smashing raid in August in the vicinity of Nash- 
ville, in which isolated Federal forces were dispersed or captured and a 
large Union cavalry command under General R. W. Johnson was routed, 
many of them being made prisoners.* Meanwhile the Union forces in 
Tennessee, and noncombatants as well, were annoyed by bushwhackers 
and guerillas who, in disregard of the rules of war, engaged in uncon- 
trolled plunder, assassination, and terrorism. 

The elaborate western campaigns of the summer and fall of 1 862 were 
of a confused nature; the fighting was indecisive; and no clcar-cut strategic 
plan was executed by either side. This portion of the war resolved itself 
into three main phases: (1) Bragg’s invasion of Kentucky; (2) the Iuka- 
Corinih campaign of Rosecrans against Price and Van Dorn; and (3) un- 
successful strokes of Grant and Sherman against Vicksburg. 

On August 28, 1862, Bragg began a northward march from Chat- 
tanooga which developed into an ambitious invasion of Kentucky. Reaching 
Glasgow, Kentucky, in mid-September, he pressed on and seemed on the 
point of taking Louisville; then he allowed himself to be diverted, and 
swung his columns toward Lexington. Buell promptly entered Louisville, 
where his army was augmented by fresh recruits. Bragg, on the other 
hand, was strengthened by the force under Kirby Smith which had pro- 
ceeded from Knoxville, entered Kentucky in the region of Cumberland 
Gap, and defeated a Federal force at Richmond, Kentucky. 

The climax of this campaign occurred in the battle of Perryville (Oc- 
tober 8, 7862). On the eve of the battle Bragg was absent from his army , 
having gone to the capital, Frankfort, to participate in the inauguration of 
Richard Hawes as provisional (secessionist) governor of Kentucky. The 
approach of the Federal army rudely interrupted this ceremony; and 
“Governor" Hawes was soon in flight from the state. In the Perryville en- 
gagement three of Bragg’s divisions under General (Bishop) Leonidas 
Polk attacked part of Buell’s army, the brunt of the attack falling upon the 
corps of McCook, whose troops were surprised in a furious assault by su- 
perior numbers and driven back with terrific loss. A portion, however, of 
the Union line in this battle stood fast. The center, under P. H. Sheridan, 
secure in its intrenchments on Chaplin Heights, remained unshaken 
against violent Confederate assaults and delivered powerful counterblows. 
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The campaign just sketched had been accompanied by operations of 
Rosecrans which prevented Price from crossing the Tennessee River and 
effecting a junction with Bragg. In the battle of Iuka (September 19, 
1862) Rosecrans defeated Price; then in the battle of Corinth (Octo- 
ber 3-4) he defeated the combined forces of Price and Van Dorn. Dis- 
satisfaction with Buell, who had failed to anticipate Bragg's invasion of 
Kentucky and neglected to pursue him after Perryville, now caused him 
to be supplanted by Rosecrans, who on October 30, 1862, became com- 
mander of the Army of the Ohio* 

The last day of 1862 saw another hard-fought engagement in the 
West. Rosecrans, commanding what was now called the Army of the Cum- 
berland, moved out of Nashville on December 26 to strike Bragg’s forces 
near Murfreesboro, the latter having just been weakened by the detach- 
ment of a whole division for operations in Mississippi. 9 Rosecrans had 
about 41,000 effectives; Bragg about 34,000.* The engagement begun on 
the 31st was one of the fiercest of battles.’ Bragg lost 1294 killed and 
7945 wounded; while Rosecrans lost 1677 killed and 7543 wounded.* 
It was a drawn battle, producing on neither side a result commensurate 
with the cost. Since it resulted in Bragg’s evacuation of Murfreesboro and 
his retirement from middle Tennessee it has been claimed as a Union 
triumph; but the Union army which achieved the "victory" did not strike 
again for six months. 


4 

The main episode in the West in 1863 was Grant’s remarkable Vicks- 
burg campaign — an enterprise which only a daring and resourceful gen- 
eral could have conceived and carried to a successful conclusion. Vicks- 
burg on its high bluff commanded a hairpin bend in the Mississippi, the 
surrounding topography making it virtually unapproachable except from 
the south and east. On the west the river approach was blocked by Con- 
federate batteries, while on the north the region of the Yazoo delta consti- 
tuted an intricate and hopeless tangle of back-water areas, lakes, swamps, 
creeks, bayous, and wooded bluffs. In May— June, 1862, a naval expedi- 
tion under Farragut and Porter tried unsuccessfully to reduce and capture 
the city. Memphis was seized in the naval battle of June 6, 1862; then in 
December Sherman tried an impossible approach via Chickasaw Bayou. 

* Buell had some excellent Qualities. Succeeding Sherman in November, 1861, 
as commander of the Army of the Ohio, he organized and developed it into a well- 
disciplined fighting machine. Its later success as the Army of the Cumberland is in 
part a tribute to Buell's organizing ability. 

1 Bottles and Leaders, III, 604, 474. 

* Livermore, 97. 

* Known as the battle of Murfreesboro or Stone’s River (Dec. 3t-Jan. 3, 
1861-18635. 

< Livermore, 97. 
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THE VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN 


According to Union plans the Confederate force under Pemberton near 
Grenada was to be kept occupied by Grant while Sherman and Porter sur- 
prised Vicksburg. In this enterprise Grant’s efforts were nullified by a 
Confederate drive in his rear under Van Dom which destroyed his depot 
at Holly Springs, the navy had a sorry struggle in maneuvering its vessels 
in the narrow passages; and Sherman found that any attempt on Vicks- 
burg from tire Yazoo was "hopeless.” 1 In his assault at Chickasaw Bluffs 
(December 29, 1862) the Union troops behaved valiantly, losing 1200 
killed and wounded; but they were essaying the impossible. Still other ef- 
forts to get a force in front of Vicksburg, including the construction of a 
canal to divert the Mississippi River and the breaking of a levee to form a 
channel from the Mississippi to the Yazoo, were tried without success. 2 


1 Sherman, Memoirs, I, 294. 

* On January 11 1863, a Union land-and-water expedition captured the Con- 

£ d "£ a , ?„ 3**, an *f S Po , St " In ! ;^ January and February Sherman engaged 

“ Sort ie miehw 1 . dCSCn ^ d aS , fiehtin S the Mississippi River, vainly seeking 
to disert the rmghty stream through a canal cut across the peninsula opposite 
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Finally Grant threw military theories aside, cut loose from his distant 
base at Memphis, and launched upon the arduous campaign which stands 
as his greatest achievement.® He moved his army to Milliken's Bend above 
Viclcsburg, met the fleet, crossed the river to the Louisiana side, and 
marched south through a labyrinth of bayous and lakes to a point far below 
Vicksburg. There he awaited the fleet whose business it was to run the 
Vicksburg batteries. This difficult task was accomplished with little loss; 
and by the end of April Porter’s gunboats and transports were ready to 
transfer Grant's force of 20,000 to the Mississippi side of the river at 
Bruinsburg. 

Grant was now cut off from his supplies, operating in enemy country 
over a difficult terrain; yet within twenty days he mastered the whole 
Vicksburg area in a series of brilliant victories and closed in upon Pember- 
ton with a grip that could not be broken. In the action at Port Gibson on 
May 1 he defeated Bowen, after which Grand Gulf was seized. General 
Gregg was defeated in the battle of Raymond, May ia; Jackson, capital of 
Mississippi, was captured. May 14; and on May 16 and 1.7 Grant met 
Pemberton and defeated him in the battles of Champion Hill and Big 
Black River Bridge. Joseph E. Johnston, operating near Jackson, and Pem- 
berton, defending Vicksburg, were now divided. Their strategy has gener- 
ally been regarded as faulty. By May 19 Grant had Vicksburg "completely 
invested”; on the 19th and 22nd of May he assaulted Pemberton’s works; 
failing in this he sat down to a siege. For over six weeks the two armies 
faced each other at a distance of six hundred yards or less. There was much 
fraternizing and exchange of amenities and not a little Confederate deser- 
tion to the Union lines. After mines had been pushed nearer and nearer to 
the Confederate fortifications, a deposit of powder was exploded in 
June 25. Meanwhile the inhabitants of Vicksburg had been living la-gely 
underground; people and soldiers were on short rations; mules a T ‘. rats 
had been used as food; and the city had been bombarded from the gun- 


Vicksburg Then he and Porter made a combined attempt to push through the 
bayous to the Yazoo River above Haynes's Bluff. This expedition not only failed of 
its object but was barely able to extricate itself. 

* Grant's Vicksburg operations were embarrassed by the intrigues of John A. 
McCIernand, who visited Washington and on October ax, 1861, obtained from 
Stanton a confidential order (which Grant learned of accidentally) authorizing him 
to recruit and organize troops for the capture of Vicksburg The giving of such an 
order without notifying Grant, who was making his own preparations against 
Vicksburg with full authority to do so as commander of the Department of the 
Tennessee, can only be described as gross political meddling. As the campaign 
progressed McClemand's efforts to get all the credit for the Vicksburg enterprise 
and his noncooperation with Grant, who was his superior in command, produced 
an intolerable situation. Finally, when McCIernand published an order in the 
newspapers congratulating his own troops and doing injustice to other commanders, 
Grant removed him from command and ordered him back to Springfield. BattUt 
and Leaders, III, 45* 516. 
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boats and Grant’s artillery. Finding himself bottled up by land, and pre- 
vented by the fleet from escaping via Louisiana, Pemberton surrendered 
is v 10 e force (over 30,000) on July 4, 1863. 4 Grant gave the necessary 
rations to embertons troops, which, instead of being taken captive, were 
released as prisoners of war under parole. The fall of Vicksburg, coming 
simultaneously with the Union victory at Gettysburg, gave heart to the 
North, impressed Europe with the strength of the United States, and put 

by die Confederate^ 5011 ^ in ^ad seeme d virtually won 
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1 Battles and Leaders, III, 644 

2 I bid.. Ill, 641. 
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TIIE AREA OF CHATTANOOGA 


while Buckner did join Bragg. Bragg's need now led to a measure which 
was unusual on the part of Confederate military leaders — the detachment 
of a large force from the East to the West; Lee sent Longstrcet by rail with 
1 1,000 troops. 

On September 19—20 the armies met on the field of Chickamauga. 
With a wild yell Longstreet's troops struck a weak portion of the Federal 
right, made a gap, broke through, and drose two whole corps (those of 
Crittenden and McCook) off the field. Rosecrans himself was swept into 
the retreating ament and made his way to Chattanooga, where he prepared 
to receive his defeated army and reorganize it for another stand. This phase 
of the battle was a Federal rout analogous to the first Bull Run. There was, 
however, another phase. Thomas, unaware of the reverse on the Union 
right, stood fast against terrific assaults by superior numbers and saved the 
Union army from complete disaster. It was, however, the strengthening of 
Thomas which had weakened Rosecrans's right and let Longstreet through. 
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As a slaughterhouse the battle was comparable to Gettysburg or Antietam. 
The Federals lost 1600 killed and about 16,000 in all; the Confederates 
a total of nearly 18,000, with 2300 killed. 3 Costly as it was, Chickamauga 
was a barren victory for the Confederates. Bragg now commanded the 
railroads entering Chattanooga and had his enemy penned up, so that the 
plight of Rosecrans made Washington extremely nervous; but events soon 
followed which were to change the whole situation. Another great Union 
fighter had now emerged from the smoke of war. At the moment when 
Rosecrans, paralyzed by the effect of Chickamauga, seemed to be supinely 
waiting for his army to starve, George H. Thomas, "the Rock of Chicka- 
mauga,” superseded him as commander of the Army of the Cumberland. 
At the same time Grant was elevated to supreme command of Union oper- 
ations in the West. 4 


At the opening of the Grant-Thomas campaign the Federals were prac- 
tically besieged in Chattanooga. They were short of food and supplies, and 
Jefferson Davis was predicting that they would soon be compelled to evacu- 
ate the place The Confederates had the great advantage of occupying 
the mam heights facing the city— Missionary Ridge and Lookout Moun- 
ta.n— together with extended positions which blocked Union navigation 
oi the Tennessee. Grants first problem was to relieve the army of its be- 
leaguered condition and open up a line of supplies; his next was to bring 
up his scattered forces; his third, to strike the Confederate army under 
ragg. It is only by studying the arduous details of his preparatory move- 
ments that the full measure of the Union achievement can be appreciated. 
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also Battles and Lcadcrs^iujer^-^s^ lnC ' UdC kll!e<3, u '°unded, and missing. See 

the operations conducted^ ' n" p° Backs' S COmmand; hc was not in authority over 
3 Personal Memoirs of V. S. Grant, II, 48. 
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federate side were mismanaged. A fierce controversy sprang up between 
Bragg and his subordinate generals over the conduct of the recent battle. 
Speaking for himself and Generals Polk and D. H. Hill, Lcngstreet wrote 
the Confederate secretary of war: "I am convinced that nothing but the 
band of God can help us as long as we have our present commander." • In 
the hope of settling the quarrel. President Davis himself visited the army 
but, after hearing the complaints of Bragg's subordinates, he kept the gen- 
eral in command. Clifford Dowdey has vigorously criticized Davis's "de- 
ranged support" of Bragg in these circumstances, 7 but the Confederate 
President’s most careful biographer explains his action in terms of the 
“want of a better alternative” and of Davis’s reluctance "to be unjust to a 
victorious officer to please the populace and boost his own popularity.'’ * 
Most of Bragg’s critics were relieved of command or posted elsewhere. In 
a fateful decision to divide Bragg's already small force, Longstrcet, at 
Davis's suggestion, was sent off with one-third of the troops in an effort to 
capture Burnside's armv at Knoxville. From the outset this campaign was 
bungled. Longstreet “allowed himself to go off on an expedition into an 
unknown part of the country with less than fifteen thousand men in an 
attempt to capture or defeat a larger force, with little or no control over 
transportation and less over the svstem of supply.”* As might have been 
anticipated, he was repulsed before Knoxville. Meanwhile Grant attacked 
the main body of Bragg's army in the three-day battle of Lookout Mountain- 
Missionary Ridge, November 23-25, 1863. Grant had now assembled 
about 60,000 troops to Bragg's 40,000.'° The battle had three main 
phases: ft) Sherman, has ing crossed the Tennessee at Prawn's Ferry and 
marched cast of Chattanooga, assaulted the Confederate right at the north 
end of Missionary Ridge. (2) Hooker struck the opposite extreme flank of 
the Confederates on Lookout Mountain, and in the so-called “battle above 
the clouds” repulsed a few Confederate skirmishers, whose resistance to 
overwhelming numbers did them great credit, and carried this mountain 
position. Bragg’s army was now concentrated on Missionary Ridge; Sher- 
mans operations had not shaken the Confederates seriousl); and by mid- 
afternoon of November 25 the battle as planned had not been won. 
(3) The main engagement of the battle developed at 3:30, November 25. 
Two of Thomas’s divisions (Sheridan's and T. J. Wood's) moved out for 
what was intended to be a “demonstration” to assist Sherman by relieving 
the pressure in this area." Their orders were to carey the rifle pits at the 

* banter and liar, James Lnnzstreei. 21 a. 

7 Dowdey, The Land They Fonthr Tor, 299. 

* Hudson Slrode, Jefferson Doris: Confederate President, 481. 

* Sanjrr and Hay, op. cfl., 223. 

•• Rhode*. IV, 407. n. 3. 

11 According to Crant"* Han. the movement* of Them** agalmt the Confederate 
center and Honker agalmt the left were to be lubordinate to tho*e of Sherman 
against the right. The main effort *»a« e* petted to be that of Sherman. 
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foot of the ridge. This done, the men pushed on without orders to tne sur- 
prise of their generals. It was a sudden impulse which no commander could 
have either created or restrained. After the Union divisions forced their 
way over rough ground up the ridge a panic seized the Confederates at the 
top; and by one of those unexplainable turns of fortune the panting and 
exhausted Unionists, after severe fighting, carried the crest against troops 
who could seemingly have stopped them by a slight effort . 12 A Federal 
colonel stated that after the battle General Granger rode along the Union 
lines, calling to the troops: I am going to have you all court-martialed! 
You were ordered to take the works at the foot of the hill, and you have 
taken those on top! You have disobeyed orders, all of you . . . !” 13 The 
outcome of the battle was the flight of Bragg’s shattered army and the oc- 
cupation of the ridge by the Federals. Chattanooga and Tennessee generally 
were now in Union hands. 


” A “ 0n , 8 ° tller documents revealing confusion and disorder within Confed- 
erate ranks the Bragg papers contain the penciled draft of a letter to Jefferson Davis, 
"shle'f 1 a ’ ?•’ December ,, 1863, in which Bragg comments on his 

admits dlSC °™ fi t turC 111 the Chattanooga campaign. "The disaster [he writes] 
"I fear we 1 1 ’f' 1Ilatlo j 1 >. an ^ ls l ustl y disparaging to me as a commander.” He adds: 
Clamor , ” ‘ hc co ) f clusion for me to retain command here after the 

lind Ohio mC ' • * ' Bra§g MSS ” WEStCrn Rcserve Hirt. Soc., Cleve- 


13 Battles and Leaders, III, 726 n. 
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CHAPTER 24 


Military Campaigns of 1864 


With THE spring of 1864 the war entered a new phase. Union victories 
in the West had cut deeply into the economic and military strength of the 
Confederacy. They had done more, for they had associated the names of 
Grant and his lieutenants with a habit of mind which connoted aggressive- 
ness, strategy on a large scale, and victory. It was not that Grant was a su- 
preme master of the “science of war,” nor esen that he merited Full credit 
for the victories under his command; indeed some of the movements com- 
pleted under Grant had their inception under Rosccrans, and such a thing 
as the impulsive charge at Missionary Ridge was an unpredictable develop- 
ment for which no general should claim credit. It was rather that a situa- 
tion was now reached where, with Northern recruiting, Confederate de- 
pletion, and Grant’s sledge-hammer blows, the essential conditions of 
Union triumph had been presented. It was therefore a fact of great im- 
portance that on March 9, 1864, President Lincoln in the presence of his 
cabinet handed Grant a commission as lieutenant-general, a rank newly 
restored by Congress, and gave him general command of the Union armies. 
Almost immediately the final grand strategy of the War began to unfold 
itself, a strategy by which Gram used his numerical superiority and 
plunged ruthlessly ahead in Virginia, losing an enormous number of men, 
but wearing out the Confederates by sheer attrition; while in the lower 
South Sherman attained unenviable laurels by destroying vast amounts of 
food and other supplies in his “march” through Georgia and the Carolines. 
It was by these unceasing blows at the heart of the Confederacy that the 
war, which had dragged on indecisively for three >ears, was brought to 
an end in 1865. 

As Grant viewed the situation in the spring of ’64 he found both hope- 
ful and disheartening signs. The Mississippi Riser was in Union hands- 
Tennessee, West Virginia, and Virginia north of the Rapidan were held bv 
Federal forces; most of the coast fortresses along the Atlantic and the Gulf 
were in Northern control; Louisiana w r as largely in Union occupation. On 
the other hand the vast bulk of the Confederacy was still unshaken* 




THE WILDERNESS CAMPAIGN 


Southern anus held the rich Shenandoah Valley; and Wo powerful 
armies Lees in Virginia and Johnston’s in northwestern Georgia — were 
ready to do battle against the Yankee invader. The campaigns of 1864 can 
c more readily visualized if it is remembered that while Grant accom- 
pan ied Meade, who continued to command the Army of the Potomac 
operating against Lee, Sherman moved against Johnston, and Sheridan was 
occupied in reducing and devastating the Shenandoah Valley. The minor 
operations of Banks in the Southwest hardly entered the central picture. 

As to Grant s own part (in company with Meade) the first episode was 
a series of bloody encounters in the tangled and wooded region near Fred- 
ericksburg These tragic days have passed down as the Battle of the Wilder- 
ness. t t e outset of this Virginia campaign Grant’s main forces, assem- 
bled north of the Rapidan with headquarters at Culpeper, numbered 
approximately 118,000; while B. F. Butler was at Fort Monroe in corn- 
man o a out 36,000. Lee faced Grant’s main host with about 60,000 
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effectives, while Beauregard commanded a supporting force of some 
30,000 in the region of Richmond and Petersburg. 1 * * 

On the early morning of May 4, 1864, the Army of the Potomac, in- 
active since Gettysburg except for maneuvering in the "bloodless game of 
Kriegsspiel,” * started to move across the Rapidan. Grant had hoped to get 
through the Wilderness into clear country before giving battle; but wagon 
trains delayed his movements, and on the 5th and 6th, in dense thickets 
where orderly battle plans were impossible, the two armies came to grips 
in a series of engagements so complicated that any description in terms of 
corps and divisions is impracticable in these pages. Union losses approxi- 
mated 1 8,000, of whom over 2000 were killed; the Confederate loss 
probably exceeded 10,000. Undeterred by the fearful slaughter. Grant 
launched another forward movement; in the judgment of W. T. Sherman 
this was “the supreme moment of his life.” * In the terrible assaults of the 
coming weeks it seemed that the Union army was courting punishment. As 
a Confederate writer expressed it: 

. . . surprise and disappointment were the prevailing emotions . . . 
when we discovered, after the contest in the Wilderness, that General Grant 
was not going to retire . . . and permit General Lee to carry on a campaign 
against Washington in the usual way, but was moving to the Spotsylvania posi- 
tion instead. We had been accustomed to a programme which began with a 
Federal advance, culminated in one great battle, and ended ia the retirement of 
the Union army, the substitution of a new Federal commander for the one 
beaten, and the institution of a more or less offensive campaign on our 
part. . . . But here was a new Federal general, fresh from the West, and so 
ill-informed as to the military customs in our part of the country that when the 
battle of the Wilderness was over, instead of retiring to the north bank of the 
river and awaiting the development of Lee’s plans, he had the temerity to move 
by his left flank to a new position, there to try conclusions with us again. We 
were greatly disappointed with General Grant, and full of curiosity to know 
how long it was going to take him to perceive the impropriety of his course. 4 

In the fighting from May 5 to May 12, much of which was hand-to- 
hand, Grant is said to have lost over 26,000 in killed and wounded. 5 Yet 
with the grim resolve to fight it out on that line "if it . . . [took] all 
summer," 5 he pushed on to Cold Harbor, where he brought on the sever- 
est fighting moments of the war and committed a costly error. With Lee's 

1 Battles and Leaders, IV, 152-155, 182-184, >87, 19611., 198 n. 

* SfreJe, American Campaigns, J, 468. The min or engagement at Rristee Star 
tion and the threatened battle at Mine Run in the latter part of 1863 must be 
omitted from these pages. See Freeman, Lee, III, *76 ff., 198 ff. 

5 Battles and Leaders, IV, 248. 

4 George Cary Eggleston in ibid., IV, 230 n. 

* This week (May 5-12) was occupied with the battles of the Wilderness and 
Spotsylvania. For the losses, see Livermore, 113. 

* Offie. Bee., 1 ser., XXXVI, pt. 2, 627. 
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army squarely blocking the way behind strong intrenchments, Grant hurled 
three corps against an enfilading fire of the enemy (June 3, 1864), losing 
more men in the eight minutes of hottest fighting than in any similar pe- 
riod in the war. The 12,000 killed and wounded 7 in this attack produced 
a shudder in the North, intensified the peace movement and the opposition 
to Lincoln, and created in Union ranks an impression of reckless insanity 
in their commander combined with a suicidal willingness to follow. Facing 
death in obedience to fatal orders, many of the men had written their 
names and addresses on strips of paper and pinned them to their coats for 
the identification of their dead bodies. Cold Harbor was a ghastly mistake. 
Grant is reported to have said that he would not have fought it again under 
the circumstances; in his memoirs he expresses regret that the assault was 
ever made. 8 

In Lee’s ranks there was less fear of Grant than of that grim enemy, 
hunger. George Cary Eggleston reports the rigid economies in food which 
his men practiced; then he adds: 

Hunger to starving men is wholly unrelated to the desire for food as that 
is commonly understood and felt. It is a great agony of the whole body and of 
the soul as well. It is unimaginable, all-pervading pain inflicted when the 
strength to endure pain is utterly gone. It is a great despairing cry of a wasting 
body — a cry of flesh and blood, marrow, nerves, bones, and faculties for 
strength with which to exist and to endure existence. It is a horror which, once 
suffered, leaves an impression that is never erased from the memory, and to 
this day the old agony of that campaign comes back upon me at the mere 
thought of any living creature’s lacking the food it desires, even though its 
hunger be only the ordinary craving and the denial be necessary for the crea- 
ture’s health. 0 

In the whole campaign from the Wilderness to Cold Harbor, the Union 
losses were approximately 5 5, 000, 10 nearly as much as Lee’s whole army. 
Grant, however, could find new recruits; he was amply reinforced; and 
he had no embarrassment from the lack of food and equipment. As a de- 
fensive accomplishment in fighting off superior numbers, the campaign 
stands as a significant chapter in Confederate annals. 11 The nature of this 

7 Livermore, 114. 

8 Grant, Memoirs, II, 276. 

0 Battles and leaders, IV, 231. 

18 Ibid., IV, 182. 

11 This is the usual conclusion, but to Grant the odds seemed not so uneven. 
Reviewing the campaign in after years he stated that Lee had 80,000 at the begin- 
ning of the campaign, with reinforcements "about equal to ours.” "He was on the 
defensive.” adds Grant, "and in a country in which every stream, every road . . . 
\sas familiar to him and his army. . . . Rear guards were not necessary for him, 
and having ... a railroad at his back, large wagon trains were not required. All 
circumstances considered we did not have any advantage in numbers.” Grant, 
Memoirs, II, 291. (Grant's estimate of Lee's strength was obtained by adding to- 
gether the forces of Lee and Beauregard.) 
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accomplishment is indicated by the following comment of an officer of 
Lee’s staff: 

. . . The struggle from the wilderness to this point (1 e. to Grant’s removal 
of his army south of the James] covers a period of about one month, during 
which time there had been an almost daily encounter of hostile arms, and the 
Army of Northern Virginia had placed hors de combat of the army under 
General Grant a number equal to its entire numerical strength at the com- 
mencement of the campaign, and, notwithstanding its own heavy losses and 
the reinforcements recciv ed by the enemy, still presented an impregnable front 
to its opponent, and constituted an insuperable barrier to General Grant's "On 
to Richmond." ** 

Confederate losses in the Wilderness campaign were proportionally 
heavier than those of Grant, behind whom stood the North with its num- 
bers, wealth, organization, and equipment. Lee's chance of conquering the 
Northern armies had gone. His only chance now was in the doubtful hope 
that a stout and desperate defense, if continued long enough, would wear 
down the Northern will to fight, produce Lincoln's defeat in the election 
of 1864," and by the sheer force of war weariness bring peace on terms 
acceptable to the South. 


Grant's determination to fight it out "on this line” now underwent a 
reconsideration. The chance of defeating Lee north of Richmond having 
been proved impractical in forty days of frightful human sacrifice, he 
boldly transferred his whole army south of the James with the purpose of 
moving upon the Confederate capital from the rear. This crossing of un- 
bridged rivers (the Chickahominy and the James) in the face of possible 
attack by Lee, requiring difficult engineering and involving the advance 
of immense numbers over marshy terrain with insufficient guides and 
maps, may be set down as one of the most important feats of the Army 
of the Potomac. Beginning the crossing on June 12, Grant had completed 
it by the 1 6th. He had taken Lee by surprise,’ something his predecessors 
in Virginia had not been able to achieve; and on the 17th his warriors 
were surging against the defenses of Petersburg. 

12 Col. Walter H. Taylor, in Recollection* ... of ... R. E. Lee, by his 
son, 119. 

i» Naturally the Confederates thought they would profit in case of Lincoln's 
defeat. But see helow, 99. 477-479- 

1 According to Beauregard, Lee did not realize on June 16 that Grant had 
crossed the James, but supposed that certain Federal tugs and transports reported 
to him belonged to Butler’s corps- (Bottles and Leaders, IV, 541.) Grant's army, 
says Freeman, had "marched away so quietly that the Confederate pickets had not 
observed its departure.” He also writes, however, that Lee expected Grant to cross 
the James, and that he knew the enemy's approximate position on June 14. (Free- 
man, Lee , III, 402, 44>0 




THE VICINITY OF RICHMOND, 1864-1865 
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While the main armies under Lee and Grant had been grappling with 
each other north of Richmond, a subsidiary campaign had been in progress 
below Richmond, where B. F. Butler was operating against Beauregard. 
Grant had expected Butler to advance up the James, approach Richmond, 
prevent reinforcements from reaching Lee, and break Confederate com- 
munications. His advance was timed to coincide with Grant’s forward 
movement through the Wilderness, and was conceived as an essentia) 
factor in the Union strategy of 1864. Butler’s incompetence proved as 
striking as his pompous self-importance. He advanced from Tort Monroe, 
easilv seized City Point and Bermuda Hundred, and moved up as far as 
Drewrj’s Bluff, consuming enough time in the process to permit Beaure- 
gard to assemble his forces. Then he w ithdrew upon Beauregard’s attack 
and intrenched at Bermuda Hundred in a neck of land between the James 
and the Appomattox, where he was penned in by die Confederates who 
intrenched against him. His army was secure in its unimportant position, 
but was “as completely shut off from further operations directly against 
Richmond as if it had been in a bottle strongly corked. It required but a 
comparatively small force of the enemy to hold it there.” 2 * Budcr’s release 
came only when the Confederates, hard pressed by the main Union drive 
south of the James, themselves uncorked the bottle. 

The defense of Petersburg now became a dire necessity for the South- 
erners; and diev were barely able to assemble their forces and stop die 
Union advance. Had Butler struck vigorously before this assembling of 
troops had been effected, there was a reasonable expectation that the place 
could have been seized. For four days (June 15-18) the Confederate lines 
at Petersburg were heavily assaulted by Union forces under Smith, Bum- 
side, Warren, and Hancock. In desperate resistance against heavy odds 
Beauregard’s men held their positions; Lee soon arrived with his armv; 
and for the time Petersburg and Richmond were saved for the Confederate . 
Then the “spade took the place of the musket"; a and Grant settled down to 
a long siege of Petersburg as the gateway to Richmond. His last large-scale 
battle with Lee had been fought. 

An elaborate mine was now constructed from the center of Burnside’s 
position to a point well within the Confederate works. Plans were labori- 
ously laid, the mine was cut to the length of five hundred feet; eight thou 
sand pounds of powder were deposited; and the fuses were touched off. As 
huge masses of earth shot into the air, “men, guns, carriages, and timbers” 4 

2 This statement appeared in Grant’s official report of July 22, 1865 {Battles 
and Leaders, IV, 147). In his memoirs (II, 152) he generously “corrected" the 
statement, saying it was his desire to “rectify all injustice” he may have done to a 
gallant general. As a matter of fact he was much provoked by what he regarded as 
Butler’s failure in the task assigned to him. For failures less serious other com- 
manders had been removed. 

» Battles and Leaders, IV, 544. 

« Ibid., IV, jji. 
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were hurled aloft and buried in a shapeless ruin (July 30, 1 864). The ex- 
plosion left a “crater” thirty feet in depth and 170 in length. In the des- 
perate battle which followed the explosion, 5 where the fighting was at close 
range and much of it hand-to-hand, the Confederates in frenzied combat 
repulsed the Federal attack. The Southerners’ fury was greatly increased 
by the use of Negro soldiers in the assault. Lee’s men were at their bravest 
here, and Burnside’s troops were unable to carry the Confederate position. 
The whole operation, which cost the Union side almost 4000 men, was 
set down by Grant as a "stupendous failure.” 0 The month of August 
opened with Richmond in Confederate possession, Lee’s army holding fast, 
and no obvious or striking result to show an angry North for the thousands 
whom Grant had led to the slaughter. 

3 

While Lee in Virginia was resisting the crush of Grant’s legions and 
the pinch of hunger, another distinguished Confederate commander, al- 
most the peer of Lee in defensive generalship, was guarding the gateway 
to the lower South against Sherman’s veterans. Joseph E. Johnston, report- 
ing about 53,000 men, 1 stood at Dalton, Georgia, facing Sherman’s 
98,000 at Chattanooga. 2 The comradeship of Sherman and Grant bespoke 

5 In this battle, as well as in other Confederate operations in Virginia late in 
the war, important leadership fell to General William Mahone, whose military serv- 
ices have not generally received merited emphasis. After the war he turned Re- 
adjuster, supported the Republicans, and was hated by conservative Virginia Demo- 
crats. 

e Grant, Memoirs, II, 315. According to official reports the Union loss was 
504 hilled, 1881 wounded, 1413 captured or missing. Battles and Leaders, IV, 560. 

1 The eternal controversy as to Confederate numbers is illustrated in the re- 
ports concerning Johnston’s army at the opening of the Atlanta campaign. Steele 
C Am. Campaigns, I, 535 — 536) estimates Johnston’s force at 60,000 and Sherman’s 
at 98,000. Johnston reported his ‘‘effective total” on April 30, 1864, as 37,652 in- 
fantry, 2812 artillery, and 2392 cavalry, making a total of 42,856. C Battles and 
Leaders, I\ , 261.) It will throw light on the variation in totals if one remembers 
the distinction between “effectives” and those "present for duty.” The report of the 
same day, signed by Johnston and filed in the war department, indicated 52,992 
(41,279 infantry, 8436 cavalry, 3277 artillery) as “present for duty.” (Ibid., TV, 
281.) Major E. C. Dawes (53d Ohio regiment) has explained that a large number 
of the horses were grazing in the rear, ready to be brought to the front when 
needed, hence an effective total of only 2392 cavalry when 84 36 officers and 
men were present for duty.” When needed, the additional men could have been 
brought up. (Ibid., IV, 281.) According to Dawes’s estimate Johnston had 75,000 
men at the battle of New Hope Church (ibid., IV, 282), the odds against him 
being but five to four. Dawes also states that between April 30 and June 10 
Johnston had to account for 84,328 men available for battle. (Ibid., IV, 281.) 

In addition to his field force of approximately 100,000, Sherman had an 
equal number of guards of his large depots and long line of supply/’ Battles and 
Leaders , IV, 294. 
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a high morale in Union ranks. They were “as brothers," 3 said Sherman, 
both trained as professional soldiers but "made'’ on the anvil of war, both 
associated with western victories, each generously giving credit to the other 
and ready to cooperate in the closing strokes of a well-planned, compre- 
hensive campaign. 

It is far from the truth to suppose that Sherman hacked his way easily 
into the South by brute force. He was operating in rough country where 
such a matter as marching a hundred thousand men through a narrow 
mountain defile was slow business. His lines of communication, extending 
over a shaky railroad five hundred miles to Louisville, were, as he ex- 
pressed it, exposed to the "guerrillas of an ‘exasperated people.' ” * At the 
beginning of May, when Grant moved south from the Rapidan, Sherman 
moved against Johnston and launched the strenuous campaign which re- 
sulted in the capture of Atlanta on September 2. At first he was held in 
check by the defenshe skill of Johnston, with whom he fought a series of 
severe battles at Resaca (May 1 3-16), New Hope Church (May 25-18), 
and Kcnesaw Mountain (June 27). By retreating slowly and in good 
order, destroying bridges and radway track, keeping his antagonist con- 
stantly on the move, avoiding open warfare, fighting him at advantage 
behind prepared intrenchments, and not permitting him to attack with his 
superior numbers, Johnston had given Sherman increasing grief as the 
campaign wore on; and in mid-July he was ready to strike the Yankees "on 
terms of advantage while they were divided in crossing Peach Tree 
Creek,” * after which he intended to stand within the citadel of Atlanta. 
His resistance to Sherman was comparable to Lee's performance in delaying 
Grant. At this st3gc, however, the Confederate government rendered Sher- 
man valuable service by removing Johnston. Mindful only of the fact that 
Sherman had been allowed to approach Atlanta instead of being pushed 
back into Tennessee, and that Johnston had expressed "no confidence’' 
that lie "could defeat or repel" his antagonist, the war department at Rich- 
mond required Johnston to hand his command over (July 17, 1864) to 
J. B. Hood, a brave man, but less skillful and cautious. Hood left his in- 
trenchments to fight a losing battle (Peach Tree Creek, July 20). He then 
withdrew to the defensive line outside Atlanta. Almost immediately, upon 
attack by W. J. Hardee, the armies were again at grips in the battle of At- 
lanta (July 22), the advantage being won by the Army of the Tennessee* 

* \V. T. Sherman, in ibid., IV, 

* IblJ. 

» IblJ , IV, 3JJ. 

* Its commander, however. J. B. McPherson, one of Sherman’s ablest, was 
Struck dead on the battlefield. The command passed temporarily to Ccncral J. A 
Logan, a politician of southern Illinois who. after some hesitation, had become »n 
enthusiastic supporter of the Union cause In opposition to the pro-Southern sj-m 
pathiet of his ret ion He had left the House of Hcpresentj tires for the army, but 
had shown more abthly than the typical politician in uniform. After Logan's tern 
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As the weeks wore on, Sherman extended his lines around Atlanta 
and succeeded at length in cutting off all rail communication. The "back- 
ing, digging, and constant service in the trenches” 7 had injured Hood’s 
morale; Confederate desertion was becoming serious; and state-and-federal 
difficulties had arisen between Governor Brown of Georgia and President 
Davis at Richmond. In these circumstances, Atlanta was evacuated by Hood 
on September 1 and occupied by Sherman the following day. It is hard 
to exaggerate the effect of this news. To the average Northerner, weary 
with hope deferred after years of frightful loss, it seemed the most im- 
portant achievement of Union arms in the year 1864. To Lincoln and the 
Republicans, under blame for a blundering and “hopeless” war, it was a 
godsend; for it promoted Republican success in the presidential election, 
this being a type of success which to many minds was as important as the 
suppression of the “rebellion.” 

The military situation which ensued upon the Confederate evacuation 
of Atlanta is one of the curiosities of the war. The main armies, so long 
at grips, now separated and withdrew in divergent directions, Sherman 
launching upon his Georgia campaign and Hood invading Tennessee. 
Hood believed that if he operated in Sherman’s rear and struck his lines of 
communication he would, even if unable to beat him, at least be able to 
change the direction of the pursuit and prevent a deeper invasion of the 
South. Incidentally the failure of Sherman to capture Hood’s army showed 
that his main objective had not been won. That army now numbered about 
40,000; its morale improved when it took the offensive; and it caught 
something of Hood’s confidence as he dreamed of drawing Sherman after 
him into Tennessee and Kentucky and even of defeating him in battle. 8 

Correspondence passed between Grant and Sherman, and in early No- 
vember the latter’s “march to the sea” was launched. As to the advisability 
of this plan Lincoln was "anxious, if not fearful”; 9 while Grant thought 
Hood should be ruined before Sherman struck south. 10 Sherman, however, 
felt that he could not turn back; he judged that “no single army [could] 
catch Hood”; 11 and he was convinced that his best game was to thwart 
Jefferson Davis’s plan of maneuvering him out of Georgia. Abandoning 
his lines of communication and supply, he would lighten his baggage, 


porary command of the Army of the Tennessee, O. O. Howard was assigned by 
President Lincoln as McPherson’s successor and took command on July 27, 1864. 
When in 1865 Howard became head of the freedmen’s bureau, Logan succeeded 
him. 

7 Baltics and Leaders, IV, 335. 

8 Had Sherman joined Grant, Hood expected to march through Cumberland 
Gap to reinforce Lee. Battles and Leaders, IV, 427. 

9 Lincoln, Collected Works, VIII, 181. 

10 Grant to Sherman, Nov. 1, 1864. Sherman, Memoirs, II, 164. That Grant 
and Sherman differed on this point was obvious. 

11 Sherman, Alcmoirs, II, 165. 
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plunder as he went, and litc off the country. As for Hood, he assigned 
Thomas the tasl of pursuing him. 

In some of the Southern papers Sherman's campaign was treated as a 
confession of failure and as a fine opportunity for the Confederates to de- 
stroy his army. The Richmond Enquirer spolc as follows! 

Never was there presented an opportunity so promising for the ruin of an 
army as Sherman now offers In Georgia. He has abandoned Atlanta, not by 
retreating iuclvvard toward Ms Former base, but by a Forward movement to a 
new base on the coast. It is ... a confession that Atlanta could not be re- 
tained. . . . Rather than male the open confession of a failure by a retreat 
Into Tennessee, the enemy have determined to leep up appearances and to 
march on, not to subjugation and conquest, but to desastatlon and rufn, as far 
as possible, and to a nets base on the coast. 

. . . Sherman has taught them Jihe Georgians} how he males war, he 
has Risen them to understand that sshat he leases behind him ss ill be of sery 
little use to them, cinders and ashes alone marl the site of Atlanta, and her 
exiled people ate wandering among their friends. The same fate awaits csery 
other city . . that may fall into his hands.” 

•1 

With no major Confederate army opposing him Sherman's famous 
march began Nos ember to. His forces, “detached from all friends," num- 
bered about 60,000. By field orders his army, stripped of noncombatants, 
would advance by four parallel roads fifteen miles a day, foraging on the 
country, destroying mills, houses, and cotton gins, and, if obstructed by 
guerillas, enforcing a "desastation more or less relentless." 1 Soldiers were 
forbidden to enter the dwellings of the inhabitants and were ordered to 
avoid trespass and refrain from abusive or threatening language, endeavor- 
ing to leave with each family a reasonable portion for their maintenance. 

Once Atlanta was lost from sight, however, a devil-may-care attitude 
pervaded the troops, and the march through Georgia became a wild holi- 
day. There was a discrepancy between the commander’s orders and the 
performance of his men. Yet every commander must tale responsibility 
for lack of discipline in his ranis, and Sherman’s name inevitably bore the 
odium for the abuses in his army. Atlanta, an important city, was in large 
part burned, all citizens having been ordered to leave.* Milledgevflle, the 

1* Richmond Enquirer, Not, at, 1864 (copied In N. Y. Times, Not. aj, 
1864}. The Enquirer adrised the Southerner! to destroy their property before re- 
treating. thus depriving Sherman of necessary supplies. 

» Sherman. Afemotrl, II. 171-1 7*. 17 y. 

* "Sixty thousand of ui witnessed the destruction of Atlanta, while our post 
band and that of the 3jd Massachusetts played martial airs and operatic selec- 
tions. ... At last came the familiar Tall in’; the great 'flying column' wa» on 
the march, and the last regiment in Atlanta turned it* back upon the smoking 
ruins." Daniel Oaley. Captain, ad Massachusetts Volunteers, in Battles and Lead- 
ers, IV, 671. (Between 1860 and 1870 Atlanta grew from 9554 to 01,789.) 
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capital, fared better. It was entered November 23, and Yankee officers 
amused themselves by holding a mock session of the Georgia legislature in 
which they repealed the ordinance of secession. Some public buildings, in- 
eluding the arsenal, were destroyed; but private homes and property were 
respected. 

The army as it proceeded, having little or no fighting to do, devoted 
itself to organized plunder. A Georgia news-writer pictured the scene as 
follows: 

Dead horses, cows, sheep, hogs, chickens, corn, wheat, cotton, books, paper, 
broken vehicles, coffee-mills, and fragments of nearly every species of property 
that adorned the beautiful farms of this county, strew the wayside, monuments 
of the meanness, rapacity, and hypocrisy of the people who boast that they are 
not robbers and do not interfere with private property. 

. . . The Yankees entered the house of my next door neighbor, an old 
man of over three score years, and tore up his wife's clothes and bedding, 
trampling her bonnet on the floor, and robbing the house and pantry of nearly 
everything of value. 3 

3 N. Y. Times, Dec. 4, 1864 (quoting Augusta Chronicle and Sentinel'). 
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The business of slestro)ing mjlerbl susceptible of seailsle use ssas 
June ss ills the thoroughness of on espert. In destroying a railroad, for In- 
stance. the rails (sere loosened from the best the ties store placed in piles 
ssith the rails on top; the piles ssere set on fire-, and the heated rads store 
bent and tssisted svith specially constructed hooks till they ssere beyond 
hope of restoration c.rccpl by re-ro]ting. Bridges ssere destroyed, cars 
burned driving sshcels and trucks broken. axles bent, boilers punctured, 
cylinder heads broken and cast Into deep stater, connecting rods bent and 
hidden assay. 1 General Jacob D. Cor gises the following summary of this 
destruction: 

The extent of line destroyed war enormous. Horn the Etowah Rlxcr 
through Atlanta southward to Loxcjo>'», for • hundred mites nothing was left 
of the road. Horn Talrbum through Atlanta eastward to Madison and the 
Oconee River, another hundred miles, the destruction was equally complete. 
From Cordon southeastward^ the ruin of the Central road was continued to 
the very suburbs of Savannah, a hundred and sixty mites. Then there were 
serious breaks In the branch road from Cordon northward through Millcdge- 
stlie, and In that connecting Augusta and Millcn. So groat a destruction would 
hate been a long and serious interruption even at the North; but the blockade 
of Southern ports and the small facilities for manufacture In the Confederate 
States made the damage practically Irreparable. The tines which were wrecked 
were the only ones which then connected the Gulf States with the Carolina', 
and even If Sherman had not marched northward from Saxannah the resources 
of the Confederacy would baxc been seriously crippled. The forage of the 
country was also destroyed throughout a belt fifty or sixty miles In width. Both 
armies cooperated In this; the Confederate cavalry burning it that It might 
not fall into the hands of the National Army, and the latter leasing none that 
they could not themselves use, so that wagon transportation of military supplies 
across the belt might be made more difficult.* 

Public buildings xxcre often destrojed; foodstorcs xxcrc taken; horses, 
mules, and livestock were removed. Importance was attached to the re- 
moval' of horses; for such supplies as xxcrc left were useless for military 
purposes if they could not be hauled. Special details were sent out to 
"forage,” the men selected for the purpose being significantly catted “bum- 
men.” Along w ith the systematic business of foraging there was a shocking 
amount of downright plunder and vandalism. Dwellings were needlessly 
burned; family plate was seized; xvine cellars were raided; property that 
could not be carried away was wantonly ruined. It was a sorry chapter ot 
the war, made worse than Sherman's intentions; f° r w ? s . in 

hanim-scaTum spirit and, being recruited in part b V conscription, itin- 
eluded Northern riff-raff, drifters, vagabonds, and even criminals, that 

* Offic. R*c., 1 ser., XLVn, pt. 1, P . 804; .Mi, P<- 3- P • ,l6 i and 

LaiAeri, IV, 686 n. 

» Jacob D. Cox, The March to the Sea, 36. 



43 ° 


the divided union 

was hardly to be avoided 3 ™ 5, Sjl ° uId be u PP ermost in the work of P IuniJer 

YankcenSe'b^p! ? byword in * e South. Though told that 

such stories as Cot F rl ° d barbarians, many Southerners had discounted 
the deeds of his “b ° erate P ro P a g a nda. But when Sherman came through, 
justify their ummcrs ma de it seem that the Yankees were trying to 
ods of warfare ? ra P utataon - The elaborate story as to irregular meth- 
hcrc; nor is this th °i * S ^ GS ^ duian 8 the Civil War cannot be sketched 
methods as distinn ^ ^ ™ r ratlo nalization concerning tlie use of such 

end otherwise tljan^V 0 ^ rom battles and sieges. If the war was ever to 
cision, its final asn cct *** ‘ ^ ^ was to be terminated by a military de- 

intolcrablc cup of l^tt "° U d unav oidably present to the invaded area an 
past; the war had hr CU1CS . S - The dragon’s teeth had been sown in years 
tunin of 1864 it r , a ^ n S ^ or three and a half years; and by the au- 
ended by tlie attainmc ^ p Ved ^ both governments that it could not be 
compromise. Indeed ° ° » an ^ P ar t’ a l objective or tlie acceptance of any 
°f winning, and w ;!.,°- 1Ce ,c a PP ea l to arms had been made, the motive 
both sides; and such w” 8 ?° ,n P ,etel y» became tlie dominant purpose on 
nnd South that the w n * 7 1C j ^ nm nature of American resolution North 
slaughter until one side Tn stru S 2 le bad to go on from slaughter to 
mid die in the last diirt * U ! e , other "’as down and out. To fight to the end 
while there still remained iV ,,nke even defeat honorable; but to quit 
honor. The Civil War " S ,nk ^ bne of ragged troops would seem a dis- 
with England, in which" n0t , C0111 P ara blc to such a conflict as that of 18' 2 
measurable partial object hT, sicIc co »quered and neither won even a 

struggle and were ready to r in which both saw the folly of continued 
nnd said little more. The f 1Hn C n ^ rca t)’ whicli said hostilities should cease 
seemed impossible for the N bcin S a s they were in x 864, such a peace 
evo of Ills "march to tfi c w nild South. In these circumstances, on e 

oherman wrote: 



426 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


As the weeks wore on, Sherman extended his lines around Atlanta 
and succeeded at length in cutting off all rail communication. The “back- 
ing, digging, and constant service in the trenches” 7 had injured Hood’s 
morale; Confederate desertion was becoming serious; and state-and-federal 
difficulties had arisen between Governor Brown of Georgia and President 
Davis at Richmond. In these circumstances, Atlanta was evacuated by Hood 
on September i and occupied by Sherman the following day. It is hard 
to exaggerate the effect of this news. To the average Northerner, weary 
with hope deferred after years of frightful loss, it seemed the most im- 
portant achievement of Union arms in the year 1864. To Lincoln and the 
Republicans, under blame for a blundering and "hopeless” war, it was a 
godsend; for it promoted Republican success in the presidential election, 
this being a type of success which to many minds was as important as the 
suppression of the “rebellion.” 

The military situation which ensued upon the Confederate evacuation 
of Adanta is one of the curiosities of the war. The main armies, so long 
at grips, now separated and withdrew in divergent directions, Sherman 
launching upon his Georgia campaign and Hood invading Tennessee. 
Hood believed that if he operated in Sherman’s rear and struck his lines of 
communication he would, even if unable to beat him, at least be able to 
change the direction of the pursuit and prevent a deeper invasion of the 
South. Incidentally the failure of Sherman to capture Hood’s army showed 
that his main objective had not been won. That army now numbered about 
40,000; its morale improved when it took the offensive; and it caught 
something of Hood’s confidence as he dreamed of drawing Sherman after 
him into Tennessee and Kentucky and even of defeating him in battle. 8 

Correspondence passed between Grant and Sherman, and in early No- 
vember the latter’s "march to the sea” was launched. As to the advisability 
of this plan Lincoln was "anxious, if not fearful”; 9 while Grant thought 
Hood should be ruined before Sherman struck south. 10 Sherman, however, 
felt that he could not turn back; he judged that “no single army [could] 
catch Hood”; 11 and he was convinced that his best game was to thwart 
Jefferson Davis’s plan of maneuvering him out of Georgia. Abandoning 
his lines of communication and supply, he would lighten his baggage. 


porary command of the Army of the Tennessee, O. O. Howard was assigned by 
President Lincoln as McPherson's successor and took command on July 27, 1864. 
When in 1865 Howard became head of the fTeedmen’s bureau, Logan succeeded 
him. 

7 Battles and Leaders, IV, 335. 

Had Sherman joined Grant, Hood expected to march through Cumberland 
Gap to reinforce Lee. Battles and Leaders, IV, 427. 

» Lincoln, Collected Works, VIII, 181. 

10 Grant to Sherman, Nov. 1, 1864. Sherman, Memoirs, II, 164. That Grant 
and Sherman, differed on this point was obvious. 

71 Sherman, Memoirs, II, 165. 
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plunder as he went, and live off the country. As for Hood, he assigned 
Thomas the task of pursuing him. 

In some of the Southern papers Sherman’s campaign was treated as a 
confession of failure and as a fine opportunity for the Confederates to de- 
stroy his army. The Richmond Enquirer spoke as follows : 

Never was there presented an opportunity so promising for the ruin of an 
army as Sherman now offers in Georgia. He has abandoned Atlanta, not by 
retreating backward toward his former base, but by a forward movement Co a 
new base on the coast. It is ... a confession that Atlanta could not be re- 
tained. . . . Rather than make the open confession of a failure by a retreat 
into Tennessee, the enemy have determined to keep up appearances and to 
march on, not to subjugation and conquest, but to devastation and ruin, as far 
as possible, and to a new base on the coast. 

. . . Sherman has taught them [the Georgians] how he makes war; he 
has given them to understand that what he leaves behind him will be of very 
little use to them; cinders and ashes alone mark the site of Atlanta, and her 
exiled people arc wandering among their friends. The same fate awaits every 
other city . . . that may fall into his hands. 11 

4 

With no major Confederate army opposing him Sherman’s famous 
march began November 10. His forces, "detached from all friends," num- 
bered about 60,000. By field orders his army, stripped of noncombatants, 
would advance by four parallel roads fifteen miles a day, foraging on the 
country, destroying mills, houses, and cotton gins, and, if obstructed by 
guerillas, enforcing a "devastation more or less relentless.” 1 Soldiers were 
forbidden to enter the dwellings of the inhabitants and were ordered to 
avoid trespass and refrain from abusive or threatening language, endeavor- 
ing to leave with each family a reasonable portion for their maintenance. 

Once Atlanta was lost from sight, however, a devil-may-care attitude 
pervaded the troops, and the march through Georgia became a wild holi- 
day. There was a discrepancy between the commander's orders and the 
performance of his men. Yet every commander must take responsibility 
for lack of discipline in his ranks, and Sherman’s name inevitably bore the 
odium for the abuses in his army. Atlanta, an important city, was in large 
part burned, all citizens having been ordered to leave. 1 Milledgeville, the 

i* Richmond Enquirer, Nov. 21, 1864 (copied in N. Y. Time*, Nov. 25, 
1864). The Enquirer advised the Southerners to destroy their property before re- 
treating, thus depriving Sherman of necessary supplies. 

> Sherman, Memoirs, II, 171— 172, J75. 

* "Sixty thousand of us witnessed the destruction of Atlanta, while our post 
band and that of the 33d Massachusetts played martial airs and operatic selec- 
tions- ... At last came the familiar Tall in’; the great 'flying column 1 was on 
the march, and the last regiment in Atlanta turned its back upon the smoluag 
ruins." Daniel Oakey, Captain, 2d Massachusetts Volunteers, in Battles and head- 
ers, IV, 672. (Between i860 and 1870 Atlanta grew from 9554 to 21,789.) 
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capital, fared better. It was entered November 23, and Yankee officers 
amused themselves by holding a mock session of the Georgia legislature in 
which they repealed the ordinance of secession. Some public buildings, in- 
cluding the arsenal, were destroyed; but private homes and property were 
respected. 

The army as it proceeded, having little or no fighting to do, devoted 
itself to organized plunder. A Georgia news-writer pictured the scene as 
follows : 

Dead horses, cows, sheep, hogs, chickens, corn, wheat, cotton, books, paper, 
broken vehicles, coffee-mills, and fragments of nearly every species of property 
that adorned the beautiful farms of this county, strew the wayside, monuments 
of the meanness, rapacity, and hypocrisy of the people who boast that they are 
not robbers and do not interfere with private property. 

. . . The Yankees entered the house of my next door neighbor, an old 
man of over three score years, and tore up his wife's clothes and bedding, 
trampling her bonnet on the iloor, and robbing the house and pantry of nearly 
everything of value . 3 

1 N. Y. Times, Dec. 4, 1864 (quoting Augusta Chronicle and Sentinel'). 
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The business of destroying material susceptible of warlike use was 
done with the thoroughness of an expert. In destroying a railroad, for in- 
stance, the rails were loosened from the ties; the ties were placed in piles 
with the rails on top; the piles were set on fire; and the heated rails were 
bent and twisted with specially constructed hooks till they were beyond 
hope of restoration except by re-rolling. Bridges were destroyed, cars 
burned, driving wheels and trucks broken, axles bent, boilers punctured, 
cylinder heads broken and cast into deep water, connecting rods bent and 
hidden away. 4 General Jacob D. Cox gives the following summary of this 
destruction: 

The extent of line destroyed was enormous. From the Etowah River 
through Atlanta southward to Lovejoy’s, for a hundred miles nothing was left 
of the road. From Fairborn through Atlanta eastward to Madison and the 
Oconee River, another hundred miles, the destruction was equally complete. 
From Gordon southeastward^ the ruin of the Central road was continued to 
the very suburbs of Savannah, a hundred and sixty miles. Then there were 
serious breaks in the branch road from Gordon northward through Milledge- 
ville, and in that connecting Augusta and Millen. So great a destruction would 
have been a long and serious interruption even at the North; but the blockade 
of Southern ports and the small facilities for manufacture in the Confederate 
States made the damage practically irreparable. The lines which were wrecked 
were the only ones which then connected the Gulf States with the Carolinas, 
and even if Sherman had not marched northward from Savannah the resources 
of the Confederacy would have been seriously crippled. The forage of the 
country was also destroyed throughout a belt fifty or sixty miles in width. Both 
armies cooperated in this; the Confederate cavalry burning it that it might 
not fall into the hands of the National Army, and the latter leaving none that 
they could not themselves use, so that wagon transportation of military supplies 
across the belt might be made more difficult.* 

Public buildings were often destroyed; foodstores were taken; horses, 
mules, and livestock were removed. Importance was attached to the re- 
moval of horses; for such supplies as were left were useless for military 
purposes if they could not be hauled. Special details were sent out to 
"forage,” the men selected for the purpose being significantly called "bum- 
mers.” Along with the systematic business of foraging there was a shocking 
amount of downright plunder and vandalism. Dw eiiings were needlessly 
burned; family plate was seized; wine cellazs were raided; property that 
could not be carried away was wantonly ruined. It was a sorry chapter of 
the war, made worse than Sherman's intentions; for the army was in 
harum-scarum spirit and, being recruited in part by conscription, it in- 
cluded Northern riff-raff, drifters, vagabonds, and even criminals. That 

* Offie. Rec., 1 sex., XLV 1 I, pt. If p . 8 0 .; Aid., pt. j, p. 116; Battles and 
Leaders. IV, 686 n. 

* Jacob D. Cor, The March to the Sea, 36. 
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the worst element of his army should he uppermost in the work of plunder 
w'as hardly to be avoided. 

Sherman’s name became a byword in the South. Though told that 
Yankees were brutes and barbarians, many Southerners had discounted 
such stories as Confederate propaganda. But when Sherman came through, 
the deeds of his “bummers” made it seem that the Yankees were trying to 
justify their unsavory reputation. The elaborate story as to irregular meth- 
ods of warfare (on both sides) during the Civil War cannot be sketched 
here; nor is this the place for rationalization concerning the use of such 
methods as distinguished from battles and sieges. If the war was ever to 
end otherwise than by a draw, if it was to be terminated by a military de- 
cision, its final aspects would unavoidably present to the invaded area an 
intolerable cup of bitterness. The dragon’s teeth had been sown in years 
past; the war had been raging for three and a half years; and by the au- 
tumn of 1864 it was believed by both governments that it could not be 
ended by the attainment of any partial objective or the acceptance of any 
compromise. Indeed, once the appeal to arms had been made, the motive 
of winning, and winning completely, became the dominant purpose on 
both sides; and such was the grim nature of American resolution North 
and South that the wretched struggle had to go on from slaughter to 
slaughter until one side or the other was down and out. To fight to the end 
and die in the last ditch might make even defeat honorable; but to quit 
while there still remained a shaky line of ragged troops would seem a dis- 
honor. The Civil War was not comparable to such a conflict as that of 1 8 1 2 
with England, in which neither side conquered and neither won even a 
measurable partial objective, but in which both saw the folly of continued 
struggle and were ready to make a treaty which said hostilities should cease 
and said little more. The factors being as they were in 1864, such a peace 
seemed impossible for the North and South. In these circumstances, on the 
eve of his “march to the sea” Sherman wrote: 

... I propose to act in such manner against the material resources of 
the south as utterly to negative Davis's boasted threat and promises of protec- 
tion. If we can march a well-appointed army right through his territory, it is a 
demonstration to the world — foreign and domestic — that we have a power 
which Davis cannot resist. This may not be war, . . . ; nevertheless, it is 
overwhelming to my mind that there are thousands of people abroad and in 
the south who will reason thus: If the north can march an army right through 
the south, it is proof positive that the north can prevail in this contest, leaving 
only open the question of its willingness to use that power. Now, Mr. Lincoln’s 
election, £ which is assured,) coupled with the conclusion thus reached, makes 
a complete logical whole. Even without a battle, the results, operating upon 
the minds of sensible men, would produce fruits more than compensating for 
the expense, trouble, and risk. 6 

’ t0 Grant - *' S,QV - 6 > 1864: "Supplemental Report;. Com. on- Conduct 

of the War, Suppl. to Sen. Rep. no. 142, 38 Cong., 2 sess., I, 261. 
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It cannot be denied that Sherman's march v, as marred by unjustifiable 
excess; yet his campaign, being directed against property and Southern re- 
sources, was conceived as a substitute for further human slaughter. That 
it did in fact contribute materially to ending the war is the opinion of 
most authorities. Sherman was in the South with the sorry job of helping 
to conquer the South. To gallant Southerners, animated by pride of coun- 
try and praying for success to Confederate arms, that was, after all, the 
most detestable thing about him. Furthermore, the fact that he was operat- 
ing, not against substantial armies but against Southern morale and upon 
the people, made his presence particularly offensive. Be)ond the attain- 
ment of a military decision, however, Sherman had no desire to persecute 
the South, nor to promote a hateful policy of reconstruction. 

In the impersonal military history which generalizes as to campaigns, 
armies, advances, and victories, the stench and agony of war does not ap- 
pear; but in their effect upon human flesh and nerves and upon the hu- 
man mind, these strictly "regular” campaigns and victories were brutal 
tragedies; while outside the sphere of regular military effort there was 
waged a different war — guerilla activities, sniping, assassination, ban- 
ditry, devastation, and starvation. Of such elements, as well as of highly re- 
spectable profiteering and graft, the Civil War produced a prolific crop. 
Sherman’s campaign is neither to be praised nor used as a text for sweep- 
ing generalizations as to Northern barbarity. The offender was war itself. 
War, which added the drunkenness of rage to that of liquor, regularized 
human slaughter, and compelled unnatural deeds of enmity among hon- 
orable men where no reasonable enmity existed, was the arch criminal. 

Records of the time show that those inhabitants who remained in their 
homes fared better than those who abandoned them on approach of the 
Yankees. Also it appears that while pilfering, "souvenir hunting," and theft 
contrary to orders occurred to a disgusting degree, outrages on persons were 
rare. Though admitting that jewelry was taken from women and that acts 
of pillage and violence were committed by the bummers, Sherman wrote: 
"I never heard of any cases of murder or rape.” T 

A South Carolinian lady whose house was visited by Sherman’s army 
has left the following record : 

A crowd had burst in and, disregarding our remonstrances, spread them- 
selves over everything, and from that time until morning a roaring stream of 
drunkards poured through the house, plundering and raging, and yet in a way 
curiously civil and abstaining from personal insult. Unhappily, they found 
plenty to plunder, for ... I had in charge a number of trunks belonging to 
friends of mine, which were in the house. These they fell upon, and tore to 
pieces. . . . 

They generally spoke to us as “lady" and, although they swore hombly, 
thev seldom swore at ut. Then, too. if a number of men were fighting over a 


* Memoirs, II, ifij 
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trunk or a closet, spoiling more than they stole, and I would go and stand by, 
not saying a word, but looking on, they would become quiet, would cease 
plundering, and would sometimes stop to tell me they were sorry for the 
women and children, but South Carolina must be destroyed. South Carolina 
and her sins was the burden of their song. . . . 


... By this time I was satisfied that they had orders not to hurt the woman 
[sic] , and, moreover, drunk or sober, every man in that army was acting under 
orders, and obeying them, so I told them that I had endured the whole night 
to save the house for my children, and that if they burnt it they would burn 
a woman in it. They stamped about and swore a good deal, but at last told me 
I was “damned plucky,” and went. That was the worst . 8 * 

As for the higher officers in Sherman’s command, such men as O. O. 
Howard, J. A. Mower, J. YV. Geary, Jeff. C. Davis, H. W. Slocum, and in 
fact the generality of his division and brigade commanders, conducted 
themselves as gentlemen; but accounts agree in singling out the cavalry 
commander Judson Kilpatrick as a glaring exception. On this point Gen- 
eral J. D. Cox writes as follows: "Discipline in armies ... is apt to be 
uneven, and among sixty thousand men there are men enough who are 
willing to become robbers, and officers enough who are willing to wink at 
irregularities or to share the loot to make such a march a terrible scourge 
to any country. A bad eminence in this respect was generally accorded to 
Kilpatrick, whose notorious immoralities and rapacity set so demoralizing an 
example to his troops that die best disciplinarians among his subordinates 
could only mitigate its influence.” 0 

By way of contrast one may set down die following resolutions passed 
by Savannah citizens at a meeting called by Mayor R. D. Arnold: 

Resolved, that Major-Gen. Sherman having placed as Military Commander 
of this post, Brig. -Gen. Geary, who has by his urbanity as a gentleman, and his 
uniform kindness to our citizens, done all in his power to protect them and 
their property from insult and injury, it is the unanimous desire of all present 
that lie be allowed to remain in his present posidon, and that for the reasons 
above stated, the thanks of the citizens are hereby tendered to him and the 
officers under his command . 10 

It was doubtless as a recognition of Geary’s conduct, and also as a ges- 
ture toward easing die burden of hostile occupation, that the following ad- 

8 Record of Mrs. St, Julicn Ravencl in South Carolina Women in the Con- 
federacy (edited and published by Mrs, Thomas Taylor and others, Columbia, 
S. C., 1903), I, 325, 327. 

0 J. D- Cox, The March to the Sea, 40. 

10 Savannah Republican, Dec. 29, 1864, copied in N. Y. Times, Jan. 5, 1865. 
General Geary was appointed to take command in Savannah ”as a sort of governor," 
and Sherman (.Memoirs, II, 236) commends the government which he established, 
pointing out that schools and stores were reopened and the destitute relieved. 
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monition appeared in a Savannah paper: "Let our conduct be such as to 
win the admiration of a magnanimous foe, and give no ground for com- 
plaint or harsh treatment on the part of him who will for an indefinite pe- 
riod hold possession of our city.” 11 

Sherman’s headquarters had been established in Savannah by Decem- 
ber 22. If this was his objective, he reached it promptly enough; and his 
presentation of the city as a "Christmas-gift" to Lincoln 12 sent another 
thrill throughout the North. If, however, the small force opposing him 
was an objective, his purpose was not fulfilled, for Hardee’s army was per- 
mitted to escape. 

5 

After a month in Savannah, Sherman struck north for his campaign 
through the Carolinas. From the Yankee point of view. South Carolina, 
the chief offender in causing the war, deserved more vengeful treatment 
than Georgia. 

Somehow [wrote Sherman], our men had got the idea that South Carolina 
was the cause of all our troubles; her people were the first to fire on Fort Sum- 
ter, had been in a great hurry to precipitate the country into civil war; and 
therefore on them should fall the scourge of war in its worst form. Taunting 
messages had also come to us, when in Georgia, to the effect that, when we 
should reach South Carolina, we would find a people less passive, who would 
fight us to the hitter end, daring us to come over, etc.; so that I saw and felt 
that we would not be able longer to restrain our men as we had done in Georgia. 

Personally I had many friends in Charleston, to whom I would gladly have 
extended protection and mercy, but they were beyond my personal reach, and 
I would not restrain the army lest its vigor and energy should be impaired; 
and I had every reason to expect bold and strong resistance at the many broad 
and deep rivers that lay across our path. 1 

Halleck had written to Sherman: "Should you capture Charleston, I 
hope that by some accident the place may be destroyed; and if a little salt 
should be sown upon its site, it may prevent the growth of future crops of 
nullification and secession."* In answer Sherman wrote: "I will bear in 
mind your hint as to Charleston, and don’t think salt will be neces- 
sary. . . . The truth is the whole army is burning with an insatiable de- 
sire to wreak vengeance upon South Carolina.” 1 It turned out, however, 
that Charleston, being off the main line of the march northward, was hap- 
pily avoided by Sherman's force. As in Georgia, destruction marked his 

w Savannah Republican, Dec. 21, 1864 (copied in N. Y. Times, Dec. 19, 
1864, p. 1, c. 6). 

** Sherman, Memoirs , II, 231. 

» Ibid., II, 254. 

* Report of Gen. Sherman, in Report of Com. on Conduct of the War, suppl. 
to Sen. Rep. no. 142, 38 Cong, 2 Jess , »oi. I, 387. 

1 Sherman to Halleck, Dec. 24, 1864: Offic. Rec., 1 ser., XLiV, 799. 
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path in South Carolina, the following towns being burned in whole or in 
part: Robertsville, Grahamville, McPhersonville, Barnwell, Blackville, 
Orangeburg, Lexington, Winnsboro, Camden, Lancaster, Chesterfield, 
Cheraw, and Darlington. 4 The worst destruction was by the disastrous fire 
which swept a large part of the city of Columbia, capital of the state. Sher- 
man explained in his memoirs that the fire was accidental and that it began 
with the cotton which the Confederates under General Wade Hampton 
had set fire to on leaving the city. He then made the damaging admission 
that in his official report he deliberately charged the fire to Hampton “to 
shake the faith of his people in him.” 8 

Hampton emphatically denied that any cotton was fired in Columbia 
by his order; 0 and Sherman’s account is at various points disputed by a 
voluminous mass of Southern testimony, which is partly to the effect that 
the city was deliberately burned by Sherman’s order and partly that it was 
done by tire incendiary soldiers of his army, aided by escaped prisoners. 
The controversy still rages over this cause celebre; and as late as 1930 an 
extensive mass of evidence was written into the Congressional Record 7 
with special reference to the burning of the Washington Methodist Church 
and the Ursuline convent, representing Sherman’s promise of protection as 
a beguilement and tending to stamp his men as incendiaries. The evidence 
on the subject is given in great volume, from eye-witnesses, in detail, and 
with close particulars. These Southern reports have been summed up by 
William Gilmore Simms, who writes that discipline ceased after the troops 
entered the city, that a "saturnalia” and "reign of terror” then began, and 
that the drunken soldiers carried cotton soaked with combustible liquids 
from dwelling to dwelling. "It was,” he said, "a scene for the painter of 
tire terrible. It was the blending of a range of burning mountains stretched 
in a continuous series for more than a mile.” 8 Conclusions and judgments 
concerning the fire must still be partly conjectural; but it seems not unfair 
to state that, though the burning was not the deliberate act of Sherman 
himself, nor due to his orders, yet lax discipline and drunkenness among 
his soldiers were contributing factors that cannot be ignored. 

6 

Meanwhile, as part of Grants strategy, there developed in Virginia 
elaborate cavalry operations which involved such Confederate leaders as 

* ’Hus list is given by Col. I> W. Davidson in So. Hist. Soc . Papers , VII, 190. 

5 Sherman, Memoirs, II, 287. See also the paper entitled “Who Burned 
Columbia?” by J. F. Rhodes, in Am. Hist. Rev., VII, 485-493. 

8 So. Hist. Soc. Papers, VII, 156. 

7 Cong. Record, May 15, 1930, 8981-9026. 

s William Gilmore Simms, “The Sack and Destruction of Columbia" (first 
published in the Columbia Daily Phoenix'), cited in Cong. Record, May 15, 1930, 
pp. 8986-8987. 
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Stuart, Early, 1 and Mosby; and on the Federal side Sheridan, Hunter, and 
Custer. When Grant launched his campaign of the Wilderness against 
Lee, Sheridan moved south from the Rapidan in a swift raid toward Rich- 
mond with the design of getting behind Lee’s army, cutting his communi- 
cations, drawing off Confederate cavalry, and contributing to Grant’s suc- 
cess in the major attach. In this raid (May 9-24, 1864) 1 he took a course 
directly toward Richmond. Stuart at first pressed upon his rear; then, as 
the Union cavalry advanced toward the Confederate capital, he gave up 
pursuit and by a change of course and a hard march placed his force be- 
tween Sheridan and Richmond at Yellow Tavern, six miles north of the 
city. At this point in a sharp engagement (May 1 1) the Confederates were 
attacked by superior numbers. They held the Unionists in check; but it 
was a day of bitterness, for "Jeb’’ Stuart, having "saved Richmond," was 
killed. 

Sheridan did not push his raid into the city of Richmond, where great 
excitement and anxiety prevailed; but, penetrating the outer works of the 
capital, he swept east and south, reached the James at Haxall's Landing 
(May 14), turned his prisoners over to Butler, and started on his return 
march to join the Army of the Potomac, not knowing where he would find 
it nor what its fortunes had been in his absence. Crossing the Pamunkey 
on an improvised bridge, he rejoined the main army (May 24) on its 
march from North Anna to Cold Harbor. He had worried Lee’s rear, had 
partly relieved Grant of molestation by the enemy’s cavalry, had destro>cd 
provisions and munitions, had broken up the railroads between Lee and 
Richmond, and had done much to restore the balance between Confederate 
and Union morale. 

Sheridan’s “Richmond raid’’ was followed by his ‘Trevilian raid” 
(June, 1864) north and west of Richmond, whose main accomplishment 
was the cutting of important railroads. 1 In the Shenandoah Valley the 
Federals under Franz Sigel had been operating in a minor campaign whose 
chief event was at New Market (May 1 5, 1864!), where the Confederates 
under J. C. Breckinridge handled him roughly in an engagement which 
has loomed large in Confederate story because of a gallant charge by four 
companies of cadets from the Virginia Military Institute.* After this en- 
counter, instead of his intended advance up the Valley, Sigel retreated to a 
position behind Cedar Creek (near Strasburg). Then followed a campaign 

* Though heavily engaged against Sheridan, Early was an infantry com- 
mander and one of Tee’s ablest. It is of some interest to note that he bad stoutly 
opposed secession. 

1 Off ie. Rcc., 1 ser., XXXVI, pt. 1, 789—792. 

* Battles and Leaders, IV, 2}j £T. 

4 For a classic account of this battle by a beardless cadet with a zest for life 
and a flair for writing, see chapter xix (‘The Most Glorious Day of My Life”} in 
The End of an Era, by John S. Wise. 
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between David Hunter, successor to Sigel, and Jubal A. Early, whom Lee 
had detached with a corps from tire main Confederate army to drive 
Hunter from in front of Lynchburg, which he had invested on June 1 6. As 
Hunter withdrew along the Kanawha toward West Virginia, Early seized 
the opportunity for a bold raid upon Washington. Crossing the Potomac 
into Maryland, he turned east for a descent upon the Federal capital. At 
Monocacy near Frederick (July 9, 1864) he was met by a hastily impro- 
vised Federal division under Lew Wallace, who led a forlorn hope, but 
whose defeat is said to have saved Washington, for it gained valuable time 
for the troops which Grant dispatched to protect the seat of government. 
Early got within sight of the capitol, but hearing of the approach of troops 
sent by Grant and finding ‘'impregnable" works “as far as the eye could 
reach” 5 he gave up hope of capturing Washington. Having given the Fed- 
eral authorities a "terrible fright," he marched back to the Valley. It has 
been conjectured that Early “could have taken” Washington at this time. 
Though the Confederates would soon have been driven out by Grant, it 
was hoped at the South that a temporary capture would exercise a power- 
ful effect upon Northern morale, upon the presidential election, and upon 
movements then afoot for concluding the war. 

Despite energetic efforts to protect the seat of government, the people 
and the authorities were suffering from panic, uncertainty of news, and 
plenitude of rumor. On July 10 President Lincoln wired a group of Balti- 
more citizens: “Let us be vigilant, but keep cool. I hope neither Baltimore 
nor Washington will be sacked.” At the same time his messages to Grant 
told of the “hundred day-men, 0 and invalids” who were defending Wash- 
ington, the “odds and ends" assembled under Wallace, the troops 
"scarcely . . . worth counting” from New York and Pennsylvania, the 
“vague rumors” reaching the capital, and the urgency of Grant’s coming 
"personally” to protect the city. Grant was then investing Petersburg. The 
troops which lie sent (the Nineteenth Corps just arrived from New Orleans 
and two divisions of the Sixth Corps) came up in time to meet Early in the 
suburbs of Washington and drive him back to Virginia. 

Grant now sent his ablest cavalry commander, Sheridan, into die 
Valley to dispose of Early and to carry on an extensive work of devastation. 
After sharp fighting at Winchester (Opcquon Creek, September 19, 1864) 
and Fisher’s Hill (September 22), in which the Federals had the better 
of the argument, Early retired up the Valley. It was a campaign of strenu- 
ous movement and fighting: “in twenty-six engagements, aside from the 
battles, the [Union] cavalry lost an aggregate of 3205 men and officers.” 7 
Sheridan made a quick trip to Washington for consultation with Halleck 


“ Buttles ami Leaders, IV, 497-498. 

To meet the menace of Early’s invasion, Lincoln had called upon the gov- 
ernors of New York, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts for hundred-day men. 

! Battles and Leaders, IV, 511. 
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and Stanton, returning, he found his troops surprised and dri\cn back, 
with hundreds of stragglers rescaling the extent of Union confusion. Hear- 
ing the noise of distant battle at Winchester, where he had stopped over- 
night, he rode to meet his retreating force and succeeded in rallying his 
unhurt but demoralized men, who gave him a wild cheer as they re-formed 
their lines for a new attack which reversed die tide of battle and brought 
Union triumph. Inevitably this ride was magnified and embroidered in 
song and story The spectacle of one commander turning defeat into vjc- 
torv by a rush to the rescue, a timely arrival, and the electric effect of his 
sudden appearance on the battlclicld caught the imagination; and the 
poem immortalizing "horse and man” has been much admired by those 
who enjoy that type of martial poetry. As a footnote to the poem it mav 
be pertinent to observe that Sheridan's men had been dioroughly sur- 
prised; that Early showed pluck and skill in his attack upon superior num- 
bers-, that the Confederate loss of victory after they had seemingly won 
it was due partly to their demoralization in plundering die Union camps; 
that the Soutliern generals were not able fully to control their troops, who 
judged for themselves "when it was proper to retire”; • and that Sheridan's 
losses far exceeded those of Early, the “wreck" of whose army carried off 
1500 Union prisoners and subsequently faced Sheridan's whole force 
north of Cedar Creek without his attacking it. 

After this battle * Sheridan and Early confronted each other without 
serious fighting until winter C3me on. Aside from fighting, Sheridan's ef- 
forts in the Valley were occupied with a devastation comparable to that of 
Sherman in the lower South. The burning of houses and barns, the de- 
struction of food, and the removal of Negroes and animals were done with 
systematic thoroughness until the smiling valley presented a scene of grim 
waste and ruin. Violence to persons was, however, avoided; and it was far 
from true that the people were left utterly without subsistence. The Federal 
excuse for this destruction, which w as ordered by Grant, was the accusation 
that the region was honeycombed with bushwhackers and guerillas who 
bad operated against the Union forces by irregular means and had resorted 
to cold-blooded assassination of officers and men off guard. 

The war had now entered its final phase. With Grant undermining 
the Confederate hold upon Petersburg, with Sherman swinging north to 
subdue Johnston and join Grant if necessary, w ith Sheridan’s forces about 
to turn from destructive raids to cooperation in the main theater of war 
against Lee, with the Confederacy blockaded and Union forces supreme on 
the water, the surrenders of Lee and Johnston, signifying the military end- 
ing of the war, were not far distant.*® 

* IJ>nt , IV, 529. 

• The battle of Cedar Creek, October 19, 1864. 

10 For the end of the war, see below, pp. 513-517* 
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In the naval war die contrast between North and South was evident on 
all fronts; and so vital was this factor that Union victory without the 
naval contribution seems inconceivable. The Confederacy began the war 
without a navy and, apparently, without the means of constructing one. 
The South, as Joseph T. Durkin has observed, “had neither shipyards 
(save Norfolk, which was soon lost, and Pensacola, which was inadequate 
and also, finally, captured) nor workshops, steam mills or foundries, ex- 
cept on the most limited scale. . . . There was not, in the whole Con- 
federacy, the means of turning out a complete steam engine of a size suit- 
able for ships. The timber for the potential Confederate ships still stood 
in the forests; the iron required was still in the mines . . . ; the hemp 
required for ship ropes had actually to be grown. . . . There was not a 
rolling mill capable of turning out two-and-a-half inch plate. There was 
not a sufficient force of skilled mechanics.” 1 

In confronting these apparently insuperable deficiencies the South- 
erners displayed remarkable ingenuity. The Confederate secretary of the 
navy, Stephen R. Mallory, was a man of unusual ability and of great force. 
As senator from Florida before the war, he had been chairman of the 
naval affairs committee and in "striving for a rehabilitation of the navy” 
had demonstrated his “alertness to new advances in naval design and ord- 
nance." “Filled with a passion for learning his job,” Mallory “possessed in 
regard to naval affairs a kind of impulsive progressivism, which, although 
it sometimes led him astray, enabled him in other instances to recognize 
and to develop with boldness sound new principles." 2 3 Quickly he came 
to understand his complex responsibilities. Briefly summarized, Confeder- 
ate naval strategy involved defending the 3500 miles of Southern coastline 
against Union attack, 2 challenging the Federal blockade of Southern ports, 

1 Durkin, Stephen R. Mallory: Confederate Navy Chief, 150. 

2 Ibid., 64-65, 133, 135. 

3 C. O. Faullin, "A Half-Century of Naval Administration in America . . . ," 
V. S. N aval Institute Proceeding, XXXIX, 165 (1913). The actual blockading 
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and, through the activities of privateers and cruisers, wreaking enough de- 
struction upon the Northern merchant marine so that "the Federal govern- 
ment would be forced to withdraw numerous ships from the blockading 
squadrons in order to pursue the “highwaymen of the sea.’ ” * 

In all these fields of activity Mallory, ably assisted by oilier Confederate 
naval leaders such as Buchanan, Tattnall, Bulloch, and Semmes, achieved 
notable success. If "judged from the point of view of what was actually ac- 
complished in the face of lack of material and financial resources," a care- 
ful student remarks, Mallory’s "results were little short of phenomenal.” f 
Recognizing that the only way in which the Confederates could challenge 
Northern superiority would be through novel approaches to naval war, 
Mallory consistently lent his support to daring and original methods of sea 
warfare. In defending the Confederate coastline, for example, he and his 
torpedo bureau developed elaborate systems of mines and underwater ex* 
plosives, which “kept the U.S. Navy outside the harbors where blockade 
runners plied to Bermuda; and Wilmington, North Carolina, Charleston, 
and Mobile on the Gulf thrived as never before as ports.” 8 The Southerners 
even devised a primitive submarine, the C. S. Hunky, whose attack on the 
Federal blockading sloop Housatonic outside Charleston harbor in Febru- 
ary, 1864, marked "the first sinking of a warship by a submarine” in his- 
tory. 1 ' Mallory very early saw that ironclads would have an immense ad- 
vantage over the wooden ships in the Federal blockading fleet, and he 
made the construction of an ironclad fleet “his master principle of strategy, 
in relation to shipbuilding." * Some of these ironclads, such as the Merri- 


problem, of course, was not a matter of the number of miles of coast line on the 
map, but of the limited number of points where cargoes could land and mate con- 
tact with interior facilities of transportation. Also the distinction must be made 
between important trading operations and trivial smuggling. Much of the latter, 
while not of the most vital concern to the Union navy, was carried on in defiance 
of Southern customs officials, and was thus in opposition to both governments. 

4 Durbin, op. cit., 168-169. 

6 Philip Melvin, "Stephen Bussell Mallory, Southern Naval Statesman,” 
). S. I)., X. 1 56 (May, J944). 

• Clifford Dowdey, The Land They Fought For, 243-244. 

’ Ly del Suns, " The Submarine That Wouldn’t Come Up," Am. Heritage, IX, 
no (April, 1958). 

* Mallory, far earlier than Gideon Welles, became aware that the Civil War 
was being waged in an era of transition in naval architecture and fighting methods. 
In the half-ccntury preceding the war “no less than five great naval revolutions 
were under way — steam, shell guns, the screw propeller, rifled ordnance, and 
armor. It was the shell gun that upset the balance between offense and defense 
and sounded the linell of the unarmored wooden ship.” C. O. Paullin, in Ant. Hist. 
Rev., XXXIX, 126. The Demologos, an American vessel built in 1814 at a cost of 
$33 0,000, has been referred to as "the first steam warship”; hut steam in naval 
architecture made little progress until the advent of the screw propeller (for which 
chief credit is due to Francis Pettit Smith and John Ericsson). Besides other ad- 
vantages, the screw "made it possible to place the engines and boilers below the 
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mac (rechristened the Virginia ), were fitted out in Southern shipyards, 
but Mallory looked to Europe for the heavy rams and cruisers which he 
hoped would finally break the blockade and drive the Northern fleet from 
the seas. 

The task of the United States navy was, naturally, just the reverse of 
that of the Confederates. Upon it fell the heavy demands of maintaining 
the blockade, conducting operations on the Southern coasts combatting 
Confederate cruisers and privateers, and protecting the ocean commerce of 
the United States. The Union navy started the war with less advantage 
in completed ships than is often supposed. On March 4, 1861, the vessels 
of all classes in the navy numbered only ninety. Most of these were obso- 
lescent sailing ships which, if available at all, would require overhauling 
before being made effective for war purposes. More than half the ninety 
ships were in ordinary, leaving only forty-two vessels in commission at 
the opening of Lincoln’s administration; and most of these were on for- 
eign stations, with no cable in existence to recall them quickly. 0 

The responsibility for making this feeble force into a powerful fighting 
navy fell upon Secretary Gideon Welles and his able assistant, Gustavus V. 
Fox. Though slighting remarks were made of the bewhiskered “Old Man 
of the Sea” whom Lincoln appointed partly for political and geographical 
reasons to head his navy department, the fact was that Gideon Welles of 
Connecticut was an able and vigorous administrator. C. O. Paullin, who 
has made a close study of naval administration, shows that, while Welles 
had none of the dashing qualities of some secretaries and made no preten- 
sions to a technical knowledge of the navy, he was an efficient executive 
who distributed honors fairly, applied the law fearlessly, gave generous 
praise to gallant conduct, prepared clear and readable reports, expanded 
tire navy with remarkable vigor, and struggled effectively with difficult and 


water line." The importance of shell guns is indicated by the fact that even the old 
wood ships “could withstand a terrific hammering from solid shot." Shell guns led 
in turn not only to the introduction of the iron ship, which was not invulnerable 
to shells, but to the use of armor plate. "The first American iron warship, U. S. S. 
Michigan, . , . served on the Great Lakes from 1844 to 1923. . . French ex- 
perimentation with ironclads under Napoleon III was of great importance, and the 
“first seagoing iron licet" (the Gloirc and others) was that of France in the fifties. 
Despite the conservatism of the Admiralty, Great Britain, stirred by French com- 
petition, had made a substantial beginning in the use of ironclads before the Civil 
War. The manner in which one invention led to another was further exemplified 
by the use of rifled ordnance as the effective means of attacking armor. For a 
scholarly treatment of these details, as well as of the whole subject, see J. P. Bax- 
ter, 3rd, The Introduction of the Ironclad Warship (1933). For the portions 
quoted in tills note, sec ibid., 10, n, 17, 41, 92 ff„ 125. 

0 C. B. Boynton, Hist, of the Navy during the Rebellion, I, 100; House Exec, 
oc * ho. i, 37 Cong., 3 scss., vol. Ill, p. 24. The report of the navy department, 
u ^ *** I |f^ 1 ^ cn ' Doc. No. it 37 Cong., x scss., p. 86) erroneously reports 

the number in commission on March 4, 1861, as twenty-four. 
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unprecedented tasks. His suspicious nature and ungenerous attitude toward 
colleagues appear in his deadly diary. That he was no master of interna- 
tional law was evident. For this and other reasons he was embarrassed by 
the interference of Seward in naval affairs. 10 

When the emergency arose every available vessel on the navy’s idle 
list was repaired and fitted out; merchant ships were purchased or char- 
tered; and construction of new warships vvas rapidly pushed in the navy 
yards. As compared to the forty-two ships of March, 1861, die secretary 
reported eighty-two vessels in commission July 4, 1861; 264 in December, 
1861; 427 in December, 1862; 588 in December, 1863; and 671 in De- 
cember, 1 864. 11 The vessels purchased by the government were said to in- 
clude every type of ship “from Captain Noah to Captain Coot." 12 In addi- 
tion to acquiring the ships, many wartime tasks confronted the navy 
department. Fighting and cruising needs had to be anticipated in order to 
determine the design of v cssels « hose keels » ere j et to be laid. New designs 
would necessarily involve radical departures from old models; for sailing 
ships were rapidly giving way to steamers, ironclads were displacing 
wooden vessels, and notable inventors of the type of Ericsson were revolu- 
tionizing naval and marine construction. Expenditures and contracts had to 
be watched; naval bureaus and branches had to be reorganized; skilled me- 
chanics had to be found; men and officers to man the new navy had to be 
recruited and drilled. Special difficulties presented themselves in the case 
of Southern officers in the United States navy whose sense of duty required 
them to go, as did Lee, with their states, i.o., into the Confederate service.'* 
A further obstacle was found in the fact that, bey ond its own coasts, the 
United States possessed at the time of the Civil War not a single coaling 
station in the world. Against such a handicap the navy’s best resource was 
the construction of large, swift steam-and-sail cruisers which would be eco- 
nomical of coal, carrying a plentiful supply, and yet be capable of speed and 
deadly action when operating upon ocean highway S. 

From the outset of the war the Federal navy undeitook to blockade the 

10 For a readable summary of naval administration during tbe Civil War, see 
C. O. Paullin, "A Half-Century of Naval Administration in America. . . U. S. 
Naval Institute Proceedings, 38; 1309-1336 (1912) and 3g: 165-195 (t9i$). 
Paullin shows (38: 7310) that annual naval expenditures increased during the war 
from $r 2,000,000 to $123,000,000. 

11 Boynton, I, 139. 

1- Paullin, op. cit., 39: 169. 

1* There are varying statements as to tbe number of officers who shifted from 
the Federal to the Confederate navy, Boynton (I, 104) places the number at 259; 
Welles at 332 (Paullin, op. cit.» 38- 1328); and there are other estimates. Though 
Federal ships were abandoned and fell into Southern hands, the factor of officers 
shifting both themselves and their ships to the Confederate service was negligible. 
Major William M. Robinson, Jr., states (memorandum to J. G. Randall, Oct. 6, 
1935} that "there was a scrupulous . . . honor on the part of every Southern 
officer to disembarrass himself of all U. S. property for which he was responsible." 
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entire extensive coast of the Confederacy. At the beginning the Union fleet 
was obviously unable to make its blockade effective, and as late as 1864 
there was still much running of supplies into the South; 14 but Welles justly 
believed that his ships were cutting off the Confederacy’s trade in most 
heavy goods. With Yankee assurance, and with a bit of exaggeration, he re- 
ported on December r, 1862, the activities of his four blockading squad- 
rons: 

These squadrons have been incessantly maintaining a strict blockade of 
such gigantic proportions that . . . foreign statesmen . . . denounce[d] it 
as "a material impossibility;” and yet after this most imposing naval under- 
taking had been for a period of eighteen months in operation . . . from the 
outlet of the Chesapeake to the mouth of the Rio Grande, the same eminent 
authorities, with a list in their hands of all the vessels which had evaded . . . 
our blockading forces, could not refuse ... to admit . . . that the proof 
of die efficiency of the blockade was conspicuous and wholly conclusive, and 
that in no previous war had the ports of an enemy’s country been so effectually 
closed by a naval force. But even such testimony was not needed. The proof 
of the fact abounds in the current price of our southern staples in the . . . 
marts of the world, and ... in the whole industrial and commercial condi- 
tion of the insurgent region. 15 


2 

Early in 1862, when in general the war was beginning in good earnest, 
the importance of the ironclad was signalized in the famous Hampton 
Roads combat. The Confederates had seized a powerful steam frigate, the 
Mcrrimac (sunk by the Fcdcrals on the evacuation of the Norfolk navy 
yard and promptly raised by the Confederates); and by March of 1862 the 
vessel had been armored with iron plate and a cast-iron ram added to its 
stem. On March 8 this iron giant, renamed the Virginia, steamed down the 
Elizabeth River under command of Captain Franklin Buchanan for an at- 
tack upon the Union blockading squadron in Hampton Roads. Its deadly 
work soon struck consternation in the hearts of the Unionists, for in the 
unequal contest die fire from the Federal wooden ships had little or no ef- 
fect upon the ‘‘rebel’’ monster. With astonishing ease the Virginia rammed 
and shelled the Cumberland, whose crew stuck heroically to the sinking 
vessel and went down with flags flying. The Congress was then destroyed 
by hot shot with heavy casualties. The Virginia was but slightly injured 
(hardly at all by enemy fire), and the Southern people were jubilant as 
their newspapers predicted the raising of the Union blockade, the reduc- 
tion of Washington, the leveling of New York, Boston, and Philadelphia, 
and the termination of the war by Confederate naval victory. Though the 
vessel was unscaworthy, its patchcd-up engines being unfit for an ocean 

'* See below, pp. 501-503. 

15 Report of the Sec. of the Navy, December i, 1862, House Exec. Doc. No. I, 
37 Cong., 3 scss., vol. Ill, p. 3. 
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cruise, the news of the destruction of the Cumberland and Congress caused 
panic among officials in Washington and residents of Northern seaboard 
cities. 

It happened, however, that the Union secretary of the navy had early 
in the war made contracts for several new types of ironclads; and one of 
these, the Monitor, now made its appearance in the nick of time, 1 Though 
the vessel presented a simple appearance, like a "tin can on a shingle," 1 its 
construction revealed advanced engineering technique. Its distinguishing 
features were its small size, the Jovv flat hull but a few inches above the 
water line (the deck being awash in a gale), its shallow immersion and 
great mobility, and the ingeniousness of its central revolving gun turret 
which proved impregnable against ten-inch shot at close range. This new 
naval model, which was used for various ships so that the word "monitor" 
became a generic term, was the work of a brilliant inventor and builder, 
John Ericsson. On March 9 the Virginia, now under the command of Lieu- 
tenant Catesby ap R. Jones,* returning to the attack with the intention of 
destroying the Minnesota and the rest of the Union ships below Fort Mon- 
roc, was challenged by Ericsson’s pigmy commanded by Lieutenant John L. 
Worden; 4 and there followed a hotly fought duel at close quarters in 
which the Monitor protected the Minnesota from the onslaught of the Con- 
federate ironclad. Neither vessel did much damage to the other, and after 
several hours of fighting, with only one casualty, both quit as if by mutual 
agreement. The Monitor withdrew temporarily because its commander, 
Worden, was partially blinded by a shell; the leaking Virginia, whose com- 
mander probably considered the day's work done and the enemy whipped, 
turned back to Norfolk at about the same time. 5 

The subsequent fate of die two vessels deserves a word. After the 
evacuation oF Norfolk by the Confederates (May 1 o, 1 862) it was decided 
to lighten and repair the Virginia, whose unwieldy weight and deep im- 
mersion made it liable to running aground during a battle. The vessel was 
to be taken up the James to assist in the defence of Richmond. When the 
work of lightening had proceeded to the point where die hull was exposed 
below the armor, thus becoming unfit for action, but not sufficiently to 
make the passage up the James, its commander, Tattnall, decided that the 
menace of Federal attack, from both the Monitor and the Union batteries 
at Newport News, had put him under the painful necessity of destroying 

‘ The Monitor »« Lunched on January jo, r86i, and commissioned Feb- 
ruary as. it* keel has inj been laid October 1 J, 1861. Baiter. tronchJ, i 6 f~s 66 . 

a William Chapman While and Ruth White, Tin Can on a Shingle. Cf. 
Robert S. MeCordock, The Yankee Cheese Box. 

» Jones had succeeded Buchanan, who had been scscrcly wounded. 

• Laic/ Bear Admiral, U. S. i\. 

• Whether the Monitor returned to the combat before the Virginia made for 
Norfolk b uncertain. Baxter, Ironclad, S94. Subsequent to the famous fight the 
Virginia more than once offered battle to the Monitor, but, to the disgust of 
trkssort. the latter did not accept the challenge. 
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his ship. She was consequently run ashore and burned after the disembar- 
kation of her crew. This news brought distress and indignation in the South 
and resulted in aspersions against Tattnall, who, however, was sustained 
by court martial as an officer who had acted wisely and with resolution in 
a difficult situation. After the destruction of the Virginia, its officers and 
crew proceeded to Drewry’s Bluff on the James, where batteries and naval 
guns were quickly established for the defense of Richmond. On May 15, 
1862, an effective stand was made by the Confederates at this point, 
forcing the retirement of a small Federal naval force, including the iron- 
clads Galena and Monitor and accompanying gunboats. 

The Motiitor accompanied the Union squadron which operated up 
the James River in cooperation with McClellan’s peninsular campaign. 
When McClellan withdrew from the Peninsula, the vessel went to Hamp- 
ton Roads, then to Washington for repairs, then back to Hampton Roads. 
During the night of December 30-31, 1862, while bound for Beaufort, 
North Carolina, the famous ship went down in a gale off Cape Hatteras, 
part of its crew being saved, while four officers and twelve men were 
drowned. 

Though the “epoch-making” character of the Monitor-Mcrrimac duel 
has been exaggerated, yet it did mark a definite trend in the naval war. The 
Union fleets had been saved at a time of deadly menace; more ironclads 
were added to the Union dian to the Confederate navy; the value of the 
turret (though not a new idea) was amply demonstrated; and Federal su- 
premacy on the water remained unbroken. 

3 

In addition to its other tasks, the Union navy achieved the capture of 
important positions on the Southern coasts. In August, 1861, a joint mili- 
tary and naval expedition seized Forts Clark and Hatteras; and the inlets 
to Pamlico Sound were under Union control. In February-March, 1862, 
another combined force of the army and navy under General A. E. Burn- 
side and Commodore L. M. Goldsborough seized the fortified positions of 
the Confederates on historic Roanoke Island and at New Berne; and with 
these inner coastal positions in Union hands a much tighter blockade of 
North Carolina could be maintained than by operations outside die sound. 1 
By these exploits Burnside acquired a reputation which, sadly for him and 
for Union arms, led to his transfer to the main seat of war in Virginia. The 
Port Royal entrance, including the town of Beaufort, South Carolina, to- 
gether with valuable sea islands (Hilton Head, St. Helena, etc.), was 
placed in Union hands in November, 1861, by an expedition under Flag 
Officer Samuel F. DuPont.- Fort Pulaski, commanding the city of Savan- 

> In the ColdsborauBh naval expedition to the North Carolina sounds S. C. 
Rowan had an important part. 

: Later Rear Admiral, U. S. N. 
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nah at the mouth of the Savannah River, fell to the Federals in April, 
1862; and the Unionists had then nearly mastered the coast, where the 
chief ports sul! in Confederate control were Charleston, Mobile, and Wil- 
mington. 

The most striking of all these Iand-and-water expeditions was that 
which effected the capture of New Orleans in April, 1862. Not alone the 
wealth and size of this greatest of Souchcm cities, but its unique position 
as a mart of ocean and riier commerce gaie it a strategic importance nhich 
was duly appreciated by both sides. To seize the city by a land attack from 
the North was chimerical; on the other hand a mere naval assault would 
not suffice, for the city would have to be held by an occupying army. 
Though the Union navy department did not at first realize this, the under- 
taking called for a combined military and naval expedition. The city was 
defended by an army of 3000 under General Mansfield Lovell of the Con- 
federate army, while the Gulf approach in volt ed the reduction or passing 
of two powerful forts (St. Philip and Jackson) on either side of the river 
seventy-five miles below the city and also an encounter with a Confederate 
fleet of armed steamers and ironclads. In addition. Confederate fire rafts 
offered a further menace; and obstructions across the river were designed 
to hold enemy ships under fire from the shore guns. 

The attacking squadron was placed under the command of Flag Officer 
D. G. Farragut, a Spanish-American Southerner. He tvas born in Ten- 
nessee, and had spent hfs early years in New Orleans. Haw'ng become the 
adopted son of Captain David Porter of the United States navy, he entered 
the naval service at the age of nine and as a midshipman saw service on 
the Essex under Porter and later in the Mediterranean. As a young officer 
he served in the "mosquito fleet” against the Caribbean pirates. After many 
years of uneventful naval sen ice the outbreak of the war found him at 
Norfolk, w here the influence of his associates, as well as his Southern ante- 
cedents, would have tended to draw him into the Confederate sen-ice. With 
no thought, however, of detaching himself from the United States navy, 
he applied to W ashington for orders, and was given a "desk job" as a mem- 
ber of the naval "retiring board,” whose duty it was to weed out incompe- 
tent officers. 

Though sixty years old when appointed to the command of the "West 
Gulf Blockading Squadron,” he ivas in fine fettle; no more fit leader could 
have been chosen for the hazardous enterprise. Commander D. D. Porter 
accompanied him with a fleet of mortar vessels, while Major General B. F. 
Butler, with an army of 1 8,000, stood in readiness to hold the city, once 
it had been seized, and to conduct the multifarious and vexatious details of 
hostile occupation. Farragut sailed from Hampton Roads on February 2, 
and spent two months in preparation, having great difficulty in maneuver- 
ing his heavy vessels across the bar at the mouth of the Mississippi River. 
For six days beginning April 18, Porter’s mortar flotilla blazed away at 
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Forts St. Philip and Jackson with disappointing effect; after which Farra- 
gut, as he had all along intended, proceeded in the early hours of the 24th 
to “run the forts,” pushing his vessels against a strong current under the 
terrific fire of a hundred shore guns and giving battle to the Confederate 
fleet, two of whose vessels, the Louisiana and the Manassas, were especially 
troublesome enemies. Farragut’s flagship, the Hartford, having run upon 
a shoal, was set aflame by a fire raft, being at the same time engaged by 
the guns of Fort St. Philip. The ship was struck thirty-two times with a loss 
of three men killed and ten wounded; but Farragut extinguished the fire 
and led his fleet up the river and out of danger. His casualties before and 
during the action of the 24th were 39 killed and 171 wounded. Having 
passed the forts and the fleet, the latter being destroyed, Farragut steamed 
up the river and on the 25th his squadron confronted the proud city of 
New Orleans. Forts Jackson and St. Philip now surrendered; Lovell with 
his army withdrew; and by the 29th the city was in Union possession. 
Though an angry crowd of civilians confronted the landing force, street 
fighting was fortunately avoided; and by May 2 General Butler, conceiving 
himself to be a sort of avenging deity, had landed his troops and begun his 
notorious occupation. 

On the inland rivers, as above noted, Union leaders had learned the 
valuable lesson of close cooperation between military and naval forces. 
Union success had been powerfully promoted by naval operations at Forts 
Henry and Donelson and at New Madrid and Island Number Ten, while 
the cooperation of the fleet in the elaborate Vicksburg campaigns was of 
decisive importance. The seizure of Memphis, the expedition against 
Arkansas Post, the movement on the Yazoo, the attempt of Farragut to 
force his way up the Mississippi, the successful operation of Porter in run- 
ning the Confederate batteries at Vicksburg and in transporting Grant’s 
army across that stream, illustrated the remarkable activity of the Union 
flotillas on the western waters. With the fall of Port Hudson on July 9, 
1863, it was obvious midway in the war that the battle for the opening of 
the Mississippi had been won by the North. 

4 

Since the Confederate navy lacked not only ships but the materials to 
build and equip them, it expended its effort chiefly upon privateers and a 
few crack cruisers. As Jefferson Davis expressed it: 

... At the inception of hostilities the inhabitants of the Confederacy 
were almost exclusively agriculturists; those of the United States, to a great ex- 
tent, mechanics and merchants. We had no commercial marine, while their 
merchant vessels covered the ocean. We were without a navy, while they had 
powerful fleets. The advantage which they possessed for inflicting injury on 
our coasts and harbors was thus counterbalanced in some measure by the ex- 
posure of their commerce to attack by private armed vessels. . . . The value 
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and efficiency of [the privateer] . . . is (sic) strikingly illustrated by the terror 
inspired among (he commercial classes of (he United States by a single cruiser 
of die Confederacy 1 

It was in this situation that the South found the justification and neces- 
sity of privateering. Though in tS6t a dung institution, abolished by in- 
ternational agreement in the Declaration of Tans in 185G, yet, so far as 
the attitude of the United States was concerned, this u capon of maritime 
war uas still reputable The United States had declined to adhere to the 
Declaration of Parts, and the resort to privateering (not an inhumane 
weapon, merely an obsolescent one) uas no exception to the rule that the 
officials of the Confederacy were careful to conduct their uar at sea on a 
high-minded and civilized basis. In explaining that the Confederacy agreed 
to abide bv all the principles of the Congress of Paris except that relating 
to privateering. President Davis said: 

. . . As the right to male use of privateers was one in uhich neutral na- 
tions had, as to the present uar, no interest; as it was a right which the United 
States had refused to abandon . . . ; as it was a right of which we were 
already in actual enjoyment, and which we could not be expected to renounce 
flagrante hello against an adversary possessing an overwhelming superiority 
of naval forces, it was reserved with entire confidence that neutral nations 
could not fad to perceive that just reason existed for the reservation. . . .* 

The act of the Soudicrn Congress concerning prhalccring became Jaw 
on May 6, 1 86 1 . It authorized the President to issue letters of marque and 
reprisal against “die vessels, goods and effects of the government of the 
United States, and of the citizens or inhabitants of die states . . . 
thereof. . . ." Conforming in part to the Declaration of Paris, die law 
recognized the doctrine of "free ships, free goods" (i.c., that noncontraband 
private property of the enemy on a neutral ship was exempt from capture), 
and it also recognized die exemption of nancontraband neutral property 
if found on an enemy vessel. Thirty days’ grace was allowed for the de- 
parture of private vessels of die enemy then in Confederate ports; priva- 
teersmen were enjoined to deal with enemy vessels and their crews with 
“justice and humanity”; neutral rights were safeguarded; and, to prevent 
any tendency toward piracy, each master of a privateer was required to 
keep a journal of his cruises and to deliver it to a Confederate collector of 
customs upon landing at a Southern port. 

Romance, patriotism, thirst for adventure, and die hope of profit com- 
bined to stimulate privateering enterprise; and ships of die roost diverse 
sorts, from the tiny Sea llau'k with its crew of nine to the formidable Isa- 
bella with its force of over two hundred, responded to die call of the Con- 
federate government. The promised profit was a tempting bait; for the gov- 

1 Journal, Confed. Cong., VI. jj. 

» Ibid; 14. 
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Of the Confederate cruisers the earliest was the Sumter, a screw 
steamer of five hundred tons which was tire "first 'ship of war to fly the 
new Confederate flag on the high seas.” 1 After cruising for six months in 
the Caribbean and Atlantic, receiving hospitable treatment in neutral ports 
and capturing eighteen vessels (eleven of which were released, ransomed, 
or recaptured), the ship was blockaded at Gibraltar by pursuing Union 
warships and abandoned by her officers after the discharge of her crew. 
She was later sold, was put under the English flag as a merchant vessel, did 
her bit at blockade-running, and was finally lost in the North Sea. 

Her commander, Raphael Semmes, was the most distinguished fighter 
in the Confederate navy. Appointed midshipman by President Adams in 
1826, he had long been an officer in the United States navy, had seen ac- 
tion in the Mexican War, had resigned (February 15, 1861) to go with 
his state (Alabama), and, prior to the outbreak of war, had done service 
for the Confederate navy in touring the principal workshops of New York, 
Connecticut, and Massachusetts, purchasing large quantities of munitions 
and powder. No officer was more ardent in his Southern sympathies, none 
more savage in his denunciation of Yankees one and all, than this doughty 
sea fighter. His great cruise was with the famous Alabama. This vessel, 
chiefly notable for the international controversy which it occasioned, had 
been built at Liverpool under an arrangement made by Captain James D. 
Bulloch, Confederate naval agent in England. Scrupulous care had been 
taken to keep secret the intention to transfer the vessel to Confederate serv- 
ice. It was a crack ship of a thousand tons, over 200 feet long, armed with 
eight guns and equipped with two engines of 300 horsepower each. Its 
crew, usually about 24 officers and 120 men, "made up from all the sea- 
faring nations of the globe, with a large sprinkling of Yankee tars,” 2 was 
mostly English and included very few Southerners. The vessel left Liver- 
pool as a private ship, the Enrica, and sailed to the Azores, where (on the 
high seas) she received her equipment, her complement of men, and her 
stores, the munitions and supplies having been also transported to the 
Azores, an appointed rendezvous, in an English ship. Off the island of Ter- 
ceira on August 24, 1862, Captain Semmes took command of the vessel, 
putting it formally into commission as a Confederate cruiser; and for two 
years she ranged over widely separated seas playing havoc with Yankee 
commerce. Her famous cruise took her to the Newfoundland Banks, to the 
Caribbean, to the vicinity of Galveston, to the Cape of Good Hope, then 
through Oriental waters as far as Singapore, back to Cape Town, again to 
tire Azores, and finally to the French coast. In the course of this roving 
career tire Alabama fought and sank the U. S. S. Halteras (one hundred 

1 Colye r Meriwether, Raphael Semmes , rio. 

Statement of John McIntosh Kell, Battles and Leaders > IV, 603 n. 
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tons larger than herself) and captured sixty-two merchant ships, most of 
which were burned. In the matter of burning and sinking merchant ships 
(noncombatants in war) the persons on board— officers, crew, and passen- 
gers — were carefully removed out of danger; and where this was not pos- 
sible the ship was usually released on “ransom bond," the master of the 
vessel in the name of the owner agreeing to pay a sum "unto the President 
of the Confederate States of America . . . within thirty days after the 
conclusion of the present war. ...” * During these cruises the Alabama 
received many courtesies as well as solid aid and comfort in friendly Eng- 
lish ports, where Captain Semmes obtained fuel and supplies, discharged 
prisoners, made repairs, and was made socially welcome. 

Finally the vessel was trapped by a Union cruiser, the Kcarsarge, com- 
manded by Captain Winslow, in the port of Cherbourg; and in the ensuing 
fight, famous in naval annals, the Alabama was sent to the bottom (June 
19, 1864). “Of her roster of 147-149, twenty-six were killed and 
drowned, seventy wounded and sound were taken to the Kearsarge, while 
forty-two were placed on the Deerhound [a British steam yacht cruising 
in the vicinity of the fight], and nine on a French pilot boat." 4 Other Con- 
federate cruisers, such as the Shenandoah, Florida, Tallahassee, and 
Georgia, did a similar work of destruction.* The actual burning of specific 
vessels was but a small part of the damage done by Confederate cruisers 
and privateers: far more serious was the general hazard which raised in- 
surance rates, caused over seven hundred American vessels to transfer to 
the British flag to avoid capture, and, together with other factors, gave the 
American merchant marine a setback from which it did not recover till the 
time of the first World War. 


7 

Coastal operations in the latter part of the war called forth some of 
the most determined efforts of die Union navy. Though important steps had 
been taken in the seizure of outer positions on Pamlico Sound, the opera- 
tions against Roanoke Island and New Berne, the reduction of Port Royal 
and Fort Pulaski, the seizure of Norfolk, the occupation of Florida ports, 
and the reduction of New Orleans, yet the year 1864 opened with four 
important ports — Charleston, Mobile, Wilmington, and Galveston — still in 
Southern hands. It is true that each of these ports was blockaded; but their 
conquest and occupation was an essential efement in Federal naval strategy. 
The ability of the Confederates to hold them as long as they did is one of 
the surprising features of the war. 

* Offic. Rec. (NavO, 1 set., I, 78a. It has been estimated that the Alabama 
destroyed property worth $10,000,000. Paullin, op. cit., 39: 167. 

« Meriwether, *85. 

* International complications arising from England's connection with Confed- 
erate cruiser operations are discussed in chapters ao, 29, and 38. 
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In the case of proud Charleston, Union effort met conspicuous failure. 
Powerfully intrenched on the land side, the famous city was well supplied 
with harbor defenses, which included Forts Sumter, Moultrie, and John- 
son, and Castle Pinckney. On April 7, 1863, DuPont opened attack upon 
Sumter with a fleet of monitors; but he encountered such deadly fire from 
Confederate batteries that he withdrew his squadron. This result, so differ- 
ent from Northern expectation (for the Union navy department had placed 
great reliance upon the monitors, which it regarded as invincible), 1 pro- 
duced a distinct shock at a time when the military situation gave cause for 
general gloom in Union ranks. Other attempts, military and naval, were 
made against Charleston in July and August, 1 863. A squadron of monitors 
under Dahlgren, successor to DuPont, made a vigorous attack; a military 
force under General Gillmore sought to reduce the city by siege operations 
and plucky infantry assaults upon Battery Wagner; the city itself was 
placed under fire; and Sumter was subjected to a seven-day military bom- 
bardment. None of these efforts, however, succeeded. Beauregard’s men 
held fast; the assaults upon intrenched positions held by Confederate in- 
fantry and artillery were frustrated with severe loss; the exaggerated men- 
ace of submarine mines and torpedoes caused the defense to be considered 
even more formidable than it was; and, though Sumter was shattered and 
its guns silenced, the Confederates held the ruins till February, 1865, 
when the position was abandoned as an incident of Sherman’s final cam- 
paign. 

Further naval operations were concerned with such matters as the Red 
River expedition, the assault upon Mobile, and the belated reduction of 
Fort Fisher. The Red River expedition of March, 1864, though one of the 
elaborate episodes in the river war, proved a costly fiasco for the Union side. 
It was a huge land-and-water enterprise under General Banks and Admiral 
Porter whose main object was, by proceeding up the Red River, to clamp 
the Union vise upon Louisiana and East Texas and perchance to dampen 
the ardor of dre French Napoleon in his Mexican schemes; while an inci- 
dental purpose was the seizure of quantities of cotton. In its strategic object 
the expedition failed utterly; as for the cotton, it was largely destroyed by 
the Southerners themselves on the approach of the Union forces. The army 
units in this expedition numbered about 30,000, while the navy used a 
score of ironclads and gunboats in addition to a large number of transports. 
Between the time when Porter’s fleet entered the mouth of the Red River 
on March 12, 1864, escorting a detachment of Banks’s army, until May 
21, when the squadron and transports returned crestfallen to the Missis- 
sippi, fearful obstacles had been encountered by this “most formidable 
force that had ever been collected in the western waters.” In part the diffi- 
culties of the expedition were due to the "treacherous nature of this 

nav ^ generally (not the department) disliked the monitors, which 
had disadvantages for navigation in a heavy sea. 
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crooked, narrow, and turbid stream, whose high banks furnished the most 
favorable positions for artillery and for the deadly sharp-shooter.” Consid- 
ering the ambitious nature of the enterprise, its outcome presented a sorry 
anticlimax. Shreveport had not been captured; the Southern military force 
was undefeated (Kirby Smith did not surrender until May, 1865); and 
Confederate strength in the Southwest had hardly been shaken. Sherman 
had, how ever, been deprived of a powerful force in his Atlanta campaign; 
Banks had suffered two defeats (Sabine Cross Roads and Pleasant Hill); 
the fleet had narrowly missed stranding in the falling river; the horde of 
speculators accompanying the army had retired furiously indignant “with- 
out their sheaves”; and a "hitter crop of quarrels" * among officers ensued. 

Mobile, powerfully defended by shore forts and a fleet including the 
famous ram Tennessee, was captured after a hot fight (the battle of Mobile 
Bay, August 5, 1864) in which Farragut forced his large wooden ships, 
monitors, and gunboats up the difficult channel in disregard of torpedoes, 
while his flagship, the Hartford, with the old admiral lashed to its rigging, 
was swept by a fatal storm of shot and shell. The fact that the Tennessee 
failed to ram any of the Union vessels indicated the success of Farragut's 
sheering and maneuvering, nor did the torpedoes do much execution; but 
the fire of the Confederate fleet and of Fort Morgan fell with butchering 
precision upon the Union decks, piling them with mangled fragments of 
humanity. 

For the reduction of Fort Fisher, which guarded Wilmington harbor, a 
formidable military and naval attack was planned. In December, 1864, the 
North Carolinian garrison with its elaborate coast defenses held out against 
a combined effort by the navy under Porter and the army under B. F. 
Butler and Godfrey Weitzel (this being one of Butler's many fadures); but 
a second expedition in January, 1865 — a huge armada under Porter and a 
military force of nearly 8000 under General A. H. Terry — reduced the 
fort, chiefly by a bombardment which silenced its guns. “Its capture [wrote 
its Southern defender], with the resulting loss of all the Cape Fear River 
defenses, and of Wilmington, the great importing depot of the South, effec- 
tually ended all blockade-running. Lee sent me word that Fort Fisher mast 
be held, or he could not subsist his army." * Since, however, the capture of 
Fort Fisher was delaj ed till nearly the end of the war, the value of this 
Union success was less than had been expected. The war came to its end 
with the Stars and Bars still floating at Galveston. This port of the far 
Southwest did not surrender till June 2, 1 865. Its fall may be regarded as 
the final act in the naval war. 

* Battles and Leaders, IV, 561-362. 

» Ibii., IV, 6 4 ». 



CHAPTER 2.6 


Wartime Politics to 1864 


1 

In its political manifestations the Civil War brought profound trans- 
formations. Down to 1864, with the exception of Washington, in whose 
election all parties joined, none but a Democrat had been re-elected to the 
presidency. 1 A party strong and vibrant in 1856 was now so shaken that 
in the seven succeeding decades only two of its candidates reached the 
White House. A new-fledged party, uncertain of its future and precarious 
in its tenure in i860, grew to such proportions because of what happened 
during the war and the period of reconstruction that it became, to millions 
of Americans, almost synonymous with the government itself; while the 
dominant party of the ante-bellum era, the party of Jefferson, Monroe, Jack- 
son, Benton, Calhoun, Douglas, Toombs, and Davis, was reduced to sec- 
ondary rank, if measured in terms of available strength in presidential elec- 
tions. To measure the effect of the war in promoting this development one 
needs to remember that the Democracy of the North was of such strength 
in 1862 that it could have seized the Federal Congress had the South been 
restored in that year to the Union, but that as the war progressed this party 
of compromise lost its hold on the political machinery; while, without the 
American people being apparently conscious of what was going on, a lim- 
ited group within the Republican party, the “Radicals,” seized the reins, 
even claiming Lincoln himself, with reservations, as an unwilling adherent. 

How far the American people willed the political result which came 
out of the war is a question that may well be pondered. Those political 
views which manifested themselves in the election of 1862 were hostile to 
the main result which flowed from the war, and so strong were these politi- 
cal views in 1864, at least down to September of that year, that many Re- 
publicans including Lincoln himself expected defeat. Defeat did not come: 
but the support which brought success was composite; it was not all of a 
piece. Many who voted for Lincoln in 1864 were supporting with some 
reluctance a party which was being transformed contrary to their desires. 

1 Indeed for thirty-two years no President of any party had been re-elected. 
Jackson was the last to be so honored. 
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This transformation of the Republican party and its attainment of domi- 
nating power was one of the major political developments of American 
history. 

2 

Difficulties within the Republican party had been manifest from the 
outset of Lincoln’s presidency. It must always be remembered that Lin- 
coln’s nomination had produced poignant disappointment in influential 
quarters, and that the events associated with his taking office, as for in- 
stance his secret night ride to Washington above mentioned, had made an 
unfortunate impression. Just before his inauguration Lincoln had been seri- 
ously embarrassed by factional differences among the Republicans. Some 
of the Radicals Of the term may be used at that early date) were demand- 
ing the elimination of Seward, who had become a veritable storm center, 
being vigorously supported by certain groups but hotly opposed by others. 
The forces working behind the scenes cannot be detailed here; but they 
reached such a pass that on March 2, 1 8 6 1 , a group of Seward’s supporters 
informed Lincoln that the New Yorker "could not serve in the Cabinet with 
Chase." For a President-Elect on the eve of inauguration this intransigency 
of the Seward-Weed faction produced a sorry dilemma. At this point Sew- 
ard actually asked Lincoln’s leave to withdraw from the cabinet. Lincoln, 
shrewdly realizing that the very existence 0/ the Sevvard-Chase rift made 
it politic to have both factional chiefs in his official family, and being un- 
willing for Seward to "take the first trick,” insisted that Seward counter- 
mand the withdrawal; and the administration was thus launched with a 
“compound Cabinet" 1 which Seward regarded as a doubtful experiment. 

These factional dissensions, which had their ramifications throughout 
the North, were enhanced by the incident of Fremont’s proclamation, 
treated in a previous chapter.' When Lincoln, mindful of border-state senti- 
ment, at first overruled Fremont and then removed him, he went far 
toward splitting his party wide open. His friend 0 . H. Browning, though 
a conservative, warned him that Fremont's removal would be "damaging 
both to the administration and the cause.”* At this time a prominent 
Ohioan wrote to Chase of the “consternation and wrath” caused by Lin- 
coln’s interference, declaring that public opinion was "entirely with Gen- 
eral Fremont.” In continuing he referred to suggestions he had heard as to 
Lincoln’s impeachment and added that loyal men were giving their lives 
to no end "if the imbecility of Buchanans administration is to be sur- 
passed thus.” While he is “conciliating the contemptible State of Ken- 
tucky,” he added, let Lincoln remember "that the free States may want a 
little conciliation. . . .” Declaring that Fremont was the favorite of the 


1 Bancroft, Seward, II, 43, 4$. 

2 Above, pp. 371-372. 

* Browning, Diary, I, 503. 
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Northwest, he asserted that he would displace Lincoln if a presidential 
election were to be held at the time. 1 

In 1862 the opposition to the Lincoln administration was even more 
intense. Military failure increased the impression of incompetence at 
Washington. The peninsular episode, the Seven Days, Second Manassas, 
the failure to consolidate the results of Antietam, the calls for immense 
numbers of additional volunteers, the muddle as to Halleck’s authority, and 
the general lack of coordination in the direction of army operations — all 
these developments had their political repercussions as the wretched 
months dragged on. Furthermore, while loosening the attachment of anti- 
slavery men to his cause and alienating those who were for pushing a vigor- 
ous war, Lincoln was also under fire from the opposite camp; his arbitrary 
arrests and summary methods were giving a handle to opponents who ac- 
cused him of suppressing civil liberty. 

3 

Such was the general situation when in September of 1862 Lincoln 
startled the country with his "proclamations,” the proclamation of emanci- 
pation (September 22) and that of September 24 by which a general sus- 
pension of the habeas corpus privilege was authorized and the use of 
military trials in suppressing disloyalty announced. By these edicts the 
President gave serious offense to conservatives, both within his own party 
and among the Democrats. Such support as he gained among vociferous 
abolitionists was more than offset by the defection of those who favored re- 
storing the Union and letting other questions alone. John T. Stuart of 
Illinois, Lincoln’s former law partner, considered the proclamations “most 
unfortunate”; while Senator Fessenden regarded the emancipation procla- 
mation as brntum fulnten and deplored the habeas corpus edict as “an 
exercise of despotic power” and “very dangerous." 1 

As the congressional election approached, expressions of discontent be- 
came ominous. Grimes of Iowa wrote: . . we are going to destruction 

as fast as imbecility, corruption, and the wheels of time, can carry us.” = 
Trumbull thought the war would never end unless a different tack were 
taken, and complained of the “lack of affirmative, positive action & busi- 
ness talent in the cabinet.” 3 To Governor Andrew of Massachusetts it 
seemed that “the President [had] never yet seemed quite sure that we were 
in a war at all.” 1 And the equable Lowell was sufficiently upset to declare: 

1 Rhodes, III, 473 n. 

1 Browning, Diary, I, 585, 587-588. 

- William Salter, Life of Jama IV. Crimes, 156; Winfred A. Harbison, “The 
Opposition to President Lincoln within the Republican Part)-,” MS. doctoral dis- 
sertation, University of Illinois, 1930, 77. 

3 Harbison dissertation (sec preceding note), 77; Journal, III. St. Hist. Soc., 
II, 48-49. 

1 Pearson, Andrew, II, 3; Harbison, 78. 
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"Mr. L. seems to have a theory of carrying on war without hurting the 
enemy." * 

It would indeed be hard to name any faction in the fall of 1862 that 
was pleased with Lincoln. Many of the root-and-branch abolitionists, 
though partially appeased by the proclamation of September 22, attacked 
the administration for what they regarded as weakness and incompetence; 
they revealed in the confiscation debates and in countless other ways that 
they wanted even stronger measures. Within this group there were not a 
few who subordinated every other consideration to the extermination of 
slavery. A dergvman-professor in Illinois College, for example, in October, 
1862, “asserted, with a great deal of pomposity, that all who clamored for 
the Constitution and the Union were traitors, or sympathizers with rebel- 
lion.” 6 To say that Lincoln had won the support of these men by partially 
agreeing with them as to slavery would be far from the truth. The pre- 
liminary emancipation proclamation, accompanied by the President’s prom- 
ise of compensation to slaveowners, was far from satisfying them. What Jt 
amounted to was that the harassed President, without winning the hearty 
support of abolitionists, had alienated moderate Republicans and war 
Democrats. As for the opposition Democrats, he had put excellent ammuni- 
tion into their hands. 

A close student of the period has pointed out that, disregarding the 
Democratic press, Republican newspapers may be classified under three 
headings on the basis of their attitude toward Lincoln: ( 1 ) "administration 
journals” which supported the President (e.g., the Washington Chronicle, 
the Philadelphia Inquirer, the Illinois State Journal'), this group being of 
less than major importance the country over; (2) "conservative papers 
which, on the whole, supported the general conduct of the war but did not 
hesitate to condemn particular acts or methods of the President" Ce-g., the 
New York Times, the Cincinnati Commercial); (3) Radical journals which 
“not only censured the President for particular acts but also opposed his 
general war policy” {e.g., the New York Tribune, the New York Evening 
Post, the Independent, the Chicago Tribune, the Missouri Democrat). 7 

Speaking generally regarding most of the states, the "war Democrats" 
coalesced with the Republicans under the name “Union party," this de- 
velopment having been well launched in 1861 . This factor in the political 
situation inured to the benefit of the Republicans, whose postwar attitude 
involved little of gratitude to the Democrats for wartime support. The main 
avowed purposes of this Union party were the vigorous prosecution of the 
war and the suppression of the “rebellion.” These, indeed, were the broad 
purposes of the Northern people; they sen cd admirably as party slogans. In 
opposition to this party stood the regular Democrats, who were outspoken 

* Scudder, J antes Russell Lowell, II, 29; Harbison, 78. 

• Browning, Diary, I, 576-577. 

1 Harbison, 1 55. 
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opponents of the administration. Since they refused to go with the war 
Democrats,” preferring to preserve their organization intact and to wrest 
control from those in power, there has arisen the misapprehension that 
they were anti-Union (or non-Union) Democrats. This was not generally 
true, diough the misapprehension resulted naturally from the appropriation 
of broad national aims as party aims. The regular Democrats supported 
the government of the United States as against the Confederacy; but in 
the wish to follow a different direction in the prosecution of the war they 
sought to overthrow the existing Republican administration. Indeed they 
declared that Union success in the war could never come along the lines 
of the Lincoln government. 

4 

It was only by the slenderest margin that the party associated with 
Lincoln retained control of Congress in the election of 1862. Five impor- 
tant states which Lincoln had carried in i860 now sent Democratic dele- 
gations to the House of Representatives, while a sixth sent an evenly bal- 
anced delegation. 1 * For the Thirty-Seventh Congress (as it stood after the 
withdrawal of the Southern members) the [New York] Tribune Almanac 
reported the representatives as follows: Republicans, 106; Democrats, 42; 
Unionists, 28. For the Thirty-Eighth Congress elected in 1862 the figures 
become somewhat confusing because of an increase in total membership 
and also because of the consolidation of Unionists and Republicans. For its 
issue in 1863 the Tribune Almanac gave an incomplete statement showing 
80 Republicans and 71 Democrats. Later, after the border states were 
added, it reported 102 "Republicans and Unconditional Unionists,” 75 
Democrats, and 9 border-state men. From Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 
and West Virginia the Republican-Unionist group mustered fifteen mem- 
bers chosen in the election of 1862; but even then (and despite increases 
in California, Connecticut, Iowa, and Minnesota) their majority was 
measurably diminished. 3 

When popular election statistics in the states are analyzed the extent 
of Republican loss becomes more evident. In Pennsylvania a Republican 
majority of 59,000 in i860 was transformed into a Democratic majority 
of 3500 in 1 862. For other states there was a similar reversal of majorities, 
as follows: New York, from 50,000 Republican to 10,700 Democratic; 
Ohio, irom 20,700 Republican to 55 °° Democratic; Indiana, from 5900 
Republican to 9600 Democratic; Illinois, from 11,900 Republican to 
16,500 Democratic. In New Jersey the Democratic popular majority grew 

1 The five states were New Yorl;, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois; 
the Wisconsin delegation elected in 1862 contained three Democrats and three 

Republicans. 

For the figures above given see flN. Y.] Tribune' Almanac, 1862, p. 18; 1863, 
P- 19; 1864. p. 24. 
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from 4400 in 186a to 14,500 in 1862; while in states which remained 
Republican the decline in popular majorities as between i860 and 1862 
may be illustrated as follows: in Maine, from 24,700 to 6000; in New 
Hampshire, from groo to 1800; in Massachusetts, from 43,800 to 
28,200; in Michigan, from 22,100 to 6600.* For the narrow margin of 
eighteen votes in the House of Representatives which the President’s party 
retained, the border states, strangely enough, were largely responsible; and 
in producing this result the use of Federal troops was an important factor. 
"But for the aid of the Border slave Stales [wrote J. G. Blaine] the anti- 
slavery position of Mr. Lincoln might have been overthrown by a hostile 
House of Representatives.” ‘ In Kentucky the Lincoln administration took 
no chances. Federal military power was freely used; arrest and prosecution 
Here threatened for anyone seeking office on a platform of hostility to the 
administration at Washington; votes were referred to as a "kind of Military 
Census, telling how many loyal men there are in a county"; and as a result 
the Union ticket was uniformly successful. 1 

Lincoln’s defeat in his own state was one of the features of this elec- 
tion. In September, 1862, an anti-Lincoln organ at Springfield denounced 
the "party of unscrupulous demagogues” which "have the control of the 
United States Congress”; • and much was said as to the reign of terror in 
the North which the administration was promoting by its illegal arrests. 
The most striking phase of the election in Illinois was the contest in the 
eighth congressional district, where John Todd Stuart, former law partner 
of Lincoln, stood as the Democratic candidate against Leonard Svvctt, the 
Republican nominee. Stuart was one of those Whigs who in the recasting 
of party lines had not joined the Republicans. He had supported FdJmorc 
in 1856 and Beil in i860; now, in 1862, while supporting the war and 
professing undiminished personal respect for Lincoln, whose political 
mentor and ardent friend he had been, he differed with him as to policies, 
urging the maintenance of the Constitution and the Union without "resort 
to revolutionary means.” T On such an announcement of policy he was ac- 
cepted by the Democratic convention as their candidate. Here, then, were 
two of Lincoln's close friends at odds: Stuart opposing Lincoln the states- 
man while admiring Lincoln the man; Svvctt fully championing Lincolns 
policies. In a heated campaign a flood of pamphlets denounced Lincoln’s 

* In these calculation* the voles of i860 are presidential, while those of 1662 
are in state elections, usually for governor, bul in some cases for auditor, treasurer, 
or secretary of state. Figures for state elections in 1862 naturally indicate the 
general political trend. [iV. Y.J Tribune Almanac, t86j, 50 ff. 

* Tuctity Yean of Congress, I. 444. 

* E. M. Coulter, Cirri XVee enj Readjustment in Kentucky, iff. 

* Mil ncii State Re thur. Sept. 9, 1862, quoted by II. E. Pratt in Journal, til. 
St Hist Soc., XXIV. 129. 

* Paul M. Angle, One Hundred Years of Ians’, J9— 40. 



the divided union 


460 

suppression of civil liberty, while the fires of race hatred were fanned over 
a local issue as to excluding Negroes from the state. 8 In the election the 
vote stood: Stuart, 12,808; Swett, 1 1,443. For Illinois as a whole five Re- 
publicans were chosen as against nine Democrats; in addition, the oppo- 
nents of Lincoln obtained control of the Illinois legislature. "Badly beaten 
by the Democrats,” wrote O. H. Browning. “Just what was to be expected 
from die insane ravings of the Chicago Tribune, Quincy Whig, ed [sic] id 
omne genus.” 9 

In summing up the causes for the administration’s reverses in the con- 
gressional campaign of 1862 one must take account of such factors as the 
conservative reaction to Lincoln; opposition to the emancipation proclama- 
tion; disaffection aroused by arbitrary arrests and by such extreme meas- 
ures as the confiscation act of 1862; factional discords within the Repub- 
lican party; the menace of conscription; and, above all, military failure. 
The defeats inflicted upon the army by a numerically inferior enemy caused 
the people to feel a maddening sense of frustration — an unabated deter- 
mination to win combined with a sense of helplessness under existing lead- 
ers. The prevalent feeling was thus expressed by a New Englander : . 

The people ask what do our rulers mean? Are they only deceiving us? We 
cannot much longer endure the suspense. They say the determination of 
the Pres, and his Cabinet is not steady, bold, calculated to inspire us, and 
we fear the worst. Some of our truest men talk in this way. There is a deep 
undercurrent among the people, of dissatisfaction, and it will in the course 
of a few months . . . beat against the administration most angrily.” 10 
Much the same feeling was expressed by the New York Times in its issue 
of November 5, 1862: 

The heaviest load which the friends of the Government have been com- 
pelled to carry through this canvass has been the inactivity and inefficiency of 
the Administration. . , . The country has given the Government over a mil- 
lion of men, and all the money they could possibly use. . . . 

. . . The fate of the nation must no longer be committed to Generals who, 
like Essex in the English Revolution, "next to a great defeat, dread a great 
victory." 


8 in 1 86a a new constitution for Illinois was drawn up in a convention con- 
trolled by Democrats. Though it was defeated at the polls, the article prohibiting 
immigration of Negroes into the state was approved by a majority of 100,000 votes. 
Army officials were shipping Negroes to Cairo; fanners were being urged by Re- 
publicans to welcome this form of cheap labor; and in opposition to this the 
Democrats were furiously denouncing the Africanization of the state. H. E. Pratt 
in Journal, 111 . St. Hist. Soc., XXIV, 137. See also Arthur C. Cole, “President Lin- 
coln and the Illinois Radical Republicans,” M.V.H.R., IV, 417-436 (Mar., 1918). 

0 Browning, Diary, I, 582. 

10 G. A. Oviatt to Gideon Welles, Somers, Conn., Sept. 26, 2862, Welles Pa- 
pers (MSS., Libr. of Cong.). 
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Under the headline “The Vote of Want of Confidence” the Times de- 
clared on November 7 • 

. . . The very qualities which have made Abraham Lincoln so well liked 
in private life — . . . his kindheartedness, his concern for fair play, his 
placidity of temper — in a manner unfit him for the stern requirements of deadly 
war. Quick, sharp, summary dealings don’t suit him at all. He is all the while 
haunted with the fear of doing some injustice, and is ever easy to accept ex- 
planattons. The very first necessity of war is extreme rigor, and yet every im- 
pulse of our constitutional Commander-in-Chief has been to get rid of it. . . . 
There is not a purer patriot in the land. And vet there is something beyond 
this which we miss — the high sacred vehemence, inspired by the consciousness 
of infinite interests at stake 

That the Times should have spoken thus signified a distrust of Lin- 
coln's administration on the part of his friends, v\ ho felt that by their urg- 
ing they might fortifv his determination and intensify his vigor. There was 
in this situation the possibility of his friends becoming reluctant opponents, 
or at least inactive and indifferent supporters. By the same token his politi- 
cal antagonists were gaining in power. 

5 

If the congressional election of 1862 brought woe to the Lincoln 
forces, further grief was soon to follow. When Burnside’s succession to 
McClellan’s command was followed by the ghastly blunder of Fredericks- 
burg, discontent broke out afresh. One expression of this displeasure was 
the action of a caucus of Republican senators which sought to wrest im- 
portant matters of state from Lincoln's hands and to make significant 
changes In his cabinet. Could not something be done to assure the public 
and energize the government? Must disaster follow disaster until the cause 
vv as hopelessly lost? Where w as the trouble? Should not the Senate formally 
express its want of confidence in Seward and demand his withdrawal? Was 
not Stanton also largely responsible for repeated military failures? Ought 
not die whole Senate to go in a body to the President and demand a new 
deal and a more effective program? Was it not essential that Republican 
generals be pul in command? Were not the President’s methods too loose; 
did he in fact haie a cabinet; should there not be closer cooperation among 
the secretaries? And beyond all this, was not the real difficulty in the Presi- 
dent himself? Might it not be best to go to him and tell him frankly of his 
defects? ‘ Such were the questions raised in this senatorial caucus whose 
deliberations resulted in the selection of a committee to wait upon the 
President and urge “such selections and changes (in the cabinet] ... as 
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will secure to the country unity of purpose and action, . . .” 2 This being 
interpreted meant the displacement of the Seward element and the en- 
hancement of the political influence of Chase. One of the senators thus 
wrote of the designs of the Chase men: . . their game was to drive all 

the cabinet out— then force ... the recall of Mr. Chase as Premier, and 
form a cabinet of ultra men around him.” 3 

This cabinet crisis placed Lincoln in a dilemma. Though giving little 
outward evidence of emotion he revealed his inward distress to his intimate 
friend Browning, who has quoted him as saying: “What do these men 
want? . . . They wish to get rid of me, and I am sometimes half dis- 
posed to gratify them. . . . Since I heard ... of the proceedings of the 
caucus I have been more distressed than by any event of my life.” 4 

His manner of meeting the issue, however, showed the characteristic 
Lincolnian touch in the handling of those personal situations which often 
put statesmen to the test. Just in advance of his first meeting with the sena- 
torial committee Lincoln received word of the resignation of his secretary of 
state. When the committee met him the venerable Collamer read a paper 
in which the Republican members of the Senate urged a vigorous and suc- 
cessful prosecution of the war and a uniform construction of the cabinet 
agreeing with the President in political principle and general policy — a 
condition which, as the Senate believed, did not then exist. In conclusion 
it was urged that the cabinet “be exclusively composed of statesmen who 
are the cordial, resolute, unwavering supporters of the principles and pur- 
poses first above stated” — i.e., prosecuting the war with energy and sup- 
pressing a "causeless and atrocious rebellion.” 5 

Seward’s resignation now seemed irrevocable; other secretaries might 
take the cue to resign; the Radicals seemed on the point of seizing the reins 
and remaking the cabinet; plainly the President’s leadership (to mention 
but one factor) was at stake. Lincoln’s next move was to contrive another 
meeting of the senatorial delegation to confer with him. On assembling 
they were surprised to find that the President had shrewdly arranged to 
have the whole cabinet except Seward present. The significance of this will 
be appreciated when it is remembered that Chase was reported to have 
talked freely with some of the senators concerning the untoward conditions 
which affected the cabinet and especially of the harmful influence of Sew- 
ard. I\or was this a mere matter of sordid intrigue or of personal ambi- 
tion; Chases correspondence and diary show that he honestly differed with 
Lincoln, chafed at the Presidents inaction and lax methods as he regarded 
them, found it hard to suppress his impatience at repeated instances of 
costly military blundering, and probably came to believe in his own su- 
perior ability to conduct the nation’s affairs. Though never reaching the 
5 Fessenden, 1 -o. 

5 Browning 604. 

‘ Ibid., I, l 

* Fessenden 
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point of actual disloyalty to his chief, he was fast becoming, by reason of 
his personality, position, and views, the inevitable center of anti-Lincoln 
movements. Confronted with his colleagues, the senators, and the Presi- 
dent, Chase found it necessary to state “that the cabinet were all harmoni- 
ous”; though previously he is reported to have said to these same senators 
'that Seward exercised a back stair and malign influence upon the Presi- 
dent, and thwarted all the measures of the Cabinet.” * The upshot of the 
whole matter was that Chase as well as Seward resigned; Lincoln promptly 
refused to accept either resignation; and the crisis passed with a "milder 
spirit” prevailing/ the cabinet continuing as before, the senators somewhat 
chagrined, Chase embarrassed, and the President holding the tricks. 

6 

On the political front the developments of the year 1863 were not 
propitious to the Lincoln administration/ In March there came simul- 
taneously the conscription law and the habeas corpus act. As to the latter, 
it became evident that, while not restraining arbitrary arrests as intended, 
it did contain an indemnity feature by which Federal officials committing 
wrongs upon citizens' ri gilts within a state were exempted from existing 
judicial penalties/ On conscription Horace Greeley, then growing in im- 
portance as pundit of the Radical North, declared as follows: “It is folly to 
close our eyes to the signs of the times. The people have been educated to 
the idea of individual sovereignty, & the principle of conscription is re- 
pugnant to their feelings and cannot be carried out except at great peril 
to the free States. . . . The entire sy stem must be changed. . . . Draft- 
ing is an anomaly in a free State; it oppresses the masses. Like imprison- 
ment for debt ... it must and will be reformed out of our systems of 
political economy.” ' That the Jaw was poorly framed and badly adminis- 
tered has been noted above; naturally it became a favorite theme of denun- 
ciation not only by those who felt as Greeley did but also by liberal Demo- 
crats and supporters of individual liberty. To friends of state rights the law 
was an offense: they argued that it was unconstitutional, trenched upon 
the militia function of the states, and offered a precedent for a dangerous 
increase of despotic central power. Indeed to those who thought in terms 
of the original American federal system the whole tendency toward in- 
creasing centralization of governmental powers seemed an ominous thing. 

* “I asked Judge Collamcr how Mr. Chase could venture to make such a state- 
ment. ... He answered ‘He Led."" Browning, Diary, I, 603. 

* Bates, Diary, *70. 

1 By this time the more extreme wing of the Democratic party, known as the 
"Copperheads,” had reached a considerable development, especially in the Middle 
West. Tor the tradition of Democratic "disloyalty ” see pp. 478-479. 

* On the indemnity act see Randal), Constitutional Problem* Under Lincoln 
chap. ix. 

* Greeley to Stanton, June i*. 1863. Stanton Papers (MSS., Ltbr. of Cong.). 



THE DIVIDED UNION 


464 

Conscription, arbitrary arrests, centralized banking control, huge measures 
of national taxation, clumsy Federal interference in intra-state struggles, 
Federal stimulus in the creation of West Virginia, national pressure in 
state elections, high judicial approval for irregular and questionable meas- 
ures, die employment of Federal martial law or military rule within a state, 
drastic action by provost marshals under the control of the war depart- 
ment — these and similar measures of national control seemed to be part 
of a preconceived and deliberate pattern; and unless checked in time it was 
feared that they would introduce a new governmental era in which state 
autonomy would be but a feeble thing. It is now a commonplace to say 
that this new nationalism was one of die outstanding results of the war. 
As H. G. Pearson has remarked, it “is a fact of our national history that 
the Civil War put the separate states definitely and irrevocably in subordi- 
nation to die central government, . ...” 4 

To an anxious nation awaiting die outcome of another major battle in 
the East there came in May the sickening news of Chaneellorsville, adding 
Hooker to the growing list of Union military failures and further discredit- 
ing Lincoln’s ability in the choice of commanders. July brought a brighter 
prospect with Gettysburg and Vicksburg, but it also brought the draft riot 
in New York City and a sense of frustration on Meade’s failure to crush 
Lee. Results in die matter of abolition were proving disappointing to Radi- 
cals as they realized how little the emancipation proclamation had actually 
accomplished; and when at the end of the year Lincoln launched his am- 
nesty policy and his plan for easy restoration of the Southern states, he 
stirred up such factional opposition in his own party that his program on 
this front proved impossible of fulfillment. 

This, in briefest outline, was the political setting as die year 1864 
opened. Though hope came to the Union cause in September, the prospects 
up to diat time made the spring and summer of this election year an ex- 
ceedingly gloomy period. Yet by the inflexible American political system a 
presidential election had to be waged, so that all the elements of political 
dissatisfaction were to become enmeshed in the web of politics, with fac- 
tional leaders capitalizing every source of discontent for campaign pur- 
poses. As the time for die Republican nomination approached it was evi- 
dent that the Radicals were at the point of open break with Lincoln on the 
important issue of reconstruction. Soon this discontent took the form of the 
"Chase boom.” In his intimate correspondence Chase had written in 1 863 : 
”... I diink a man of different qualities from those the President has will 
be needed for the next four years. I am not anxious to be regarded as diat 
man; and I am quite willing to leave diat question to the decision of those 
who agree in thinking that some such man should be chosen." 6 By this 

* Pearson, Andrew, n, 112. 

* Chase to ex-Governor Sprague, his son-in-law, Nov. 26, 1863. J. W. Shuck- 
ers, Life and Public Services of S. P. Chase, 494. 
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time many earnest Union men, such as William Cullen Brvant, Theodore 
Tilton, and Horace Greeley, had reached an attitude that was not mere dis- 
affection: it was a deep-seated conviction that the Lincoln administration 
was largely a failure and that, in words attributed to John Sherman, "there 
are better men for President than Lincoln.” ' 

With awkward political strategy the Chase boom was launched by a 
group of congressmen acting under the sponsorship of Senator S. C. Pom- 
eroy of Kansas. T Perhaps without consulting Chase himself this group dis- 
tributed a paper known as the “Pomeroy Circular,” which declared that the 
re-election of Lincoln was practically impossible, that his “manifest tend- 
ency toward temporary expedients" would become stronger during a sec- 
ond term, and that Chase united more of the needful qualities than any 
other available candidate.* An irritating incident now brought further em- 
barrassment to the Chase movement On February 2.7, 1864, Francis P. 
Blair, Jr., who had left his place in the army to promote the President’s 
policies in Congress, delivered in the House of Representatives a vicious 
assault on the secretary of the treasury * The incident almost led to Chase’s 
resignation, and when Lincoln befriended Bfair after this attack by restor- 
ing him to the army command in the West which he had given up late in 
1863 on being called for political service to Washington, 10 the President’s 

• H. M. Dudley, in M.V.H.R., XVIII. 501. 

* As early as December 9, 1863, the day after Lincoln’s announcement of his 
policy concerning the restoration of the South, a meeting was held in Washington 
to launch Chase's name as candidate for the presidency Memorandum bearing the 
endorsement “Organization to male S P Chase President, December 9, 1863, 
Important” (MS., Libr. of Cong.). 

■ Writing of the distribution of the Pomeroy Circular, James M. Winchell, 
the secretary of the committee, declared: "Mr. Chase uas informed of this proposed 
action and approved it fully." Thomas Graham Beldcn and Marva Robins Belden, 
So Fell the Angels, 113. Chase himself asserted that he was not consulted in the 
organization at the committee and the issuing of the Pomeroy Circular. This does 
not mean, however, that he had no part at all in the conversations concerning the 
nomination. (Warden, Chase, 573-574.) As noted above, he had not hesitated to 
criticize the President orally and in correspondence. He referred to the "so-called" 
cabinet, considered its meeUngs “useless,” and expressed mortification at the con- 
duct of affairs. (Ibid., 539, 553.) Welles thought that the treasury was the source 
of mischievous remarks in the Senate (Diary, I, 525); and in general the evidence 
seems to show that Chase was in that attitude of mind which politicians describe 
as a "receptive mood,” 

9 On May 23, 3864, Chase wrote to Col. A. P. Stone of Ohio: "I have not 
written a word to Ohio . . . on the . . . malignant, and l)ing assault of the 
Blairs — for the Congressional general was only the mouthpiece of the trio — and 
its apparent indorsement by Mr. Lincoln.” Warden, 594—595. 

1 9 The President’s restoration of Blair to his post in Sherman's army was done 
in fulfillment of a promise. Lincoln had proposed (Nov. 2, 1863) that Blair put 
his military commission in the President’s hands and undertake to organize the 
House of Representatives along Lincolnian lines. It was expected that Blair might 
be elected speaker; if not, said Lincoln, he might return to the army. Lincoln, 
Collected Works, VI, 554-555; Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IX, 80. 
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motives were misconstrued as a rebuke to the Radicals and to Chase 
himself. 

Lincoln’s own statement of his attitude in the matter was that, while 
he knew of "secret issues” afoot and "secret agents” working along the 
lines of the Pomeroy committee, he "[knew] just as little of these things as 
[his] friends . . . allowed [him] to know.” "They bring the documents to 
me,” he said, “but I do not read them — they tell me what they think fit to 
tell me, but I do not inquire for more.” 11 In this spirit, when Chase made 
his embarrassed explanation to the President protesting his passivity in the 
matter, Lincoln refused to accept the resignation which Chase offered to 
give and managed shrewdly to keep the secretary in the cabinet, where he 
could do the least harm to the Lincoln cause. It was not long before the 
boom collapsed. Powerful as was the anti-Lincoln movement, clumsiness of 
management and other factors prevented the success of efforts to close the 
ranks behind Chase as a leader. 

w Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 213. 
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Peace Movements 
and the Election of 1864 


Events of May and earlv June, 1864, an important period because of 
the approach of presidential nominations, were not such as to increase the 
prestige of the administration. As to the effect of Grant’s new drive against 
Lee, opinions differed. Some hailed his battles as great victories; to others 
it seemed that after the terrific losses of the Wilderness and Cold Harbor 
he was as far from Richmond as McClellan in ’62. On May 18 a great stir 
had been made by the publication in the New York World and Journal of 
Commerce of a bogus proclamation of President Lincoln which gloomily 
recalled recent disasters, set a day of humiliation and prayer, and called 
for 400,000 men. The two papers, which had innocently enough published 
the forged document, foisted upon them by a man named Howard and 
slipped to the night force of the newspapers as a trick for rigging the stock 
market, were seized by military force and their publication was suspended. 
Though in three days the papers were allowed to resume, there was much 
ado about the matter in the city courts, and the subject continued for 
months to occupy columns in the daily press. 

The movement to put forth a Republican rival of Lincoln spent itself 
with small result. In Cleveland on May 31 there met in convention a few 
disaffected Radicals 1 under the sponsorship of B. Gratz Broun and 
Wendell Phillips and supported vigorously by German extremists from the 
Middle West. Wliat these men lacked in political savoir faire they made up 
in denunciatory enthusiasm. Their efforts to control the regular Republi- 
can machinery in the states had failed. In Illinois, for example, the “radi- 
cal German opposition” had sought to have the Republican or Union dele- 
1 It is not to be inferred that the Radicals generally supported Fremont's 
hopeless effort. Their leaden (e.g., Chase, Wade, and Greeley) had too much 
political sagacity to throw away their chances in this fashion. What they wanted 
was control of the Republican (Union) party- 
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gates instructed to vote for Fremont; failing in this, they joined the inde- 
pendent Fremont movement and sent delegates to Cleveland. The general 
tone of the Cleveland convention was indicated in an informal speech de- 
livered to that body by John Cochrane of New York and in a letter to the 
convention from Wendell Phillips, both bitterly denouncing the existing 
administration. On May 3 1 Fremont and Cochrane were nominated on a 
radical platform. In his letter of acceptance Fremont took his nomination 
seriously and violently criticized the Lincoln government. 

Meanwhile Lincoln’s managers had been active. They had the ad- 
vantage of controlling the regular Republican (Union) party in which they 
held the managerial positions; they had the patronage, including provost 
marshals, postmasters, and Federal employees the country over; they had 
the disposal of contracts; and they worked through state conventions in 
which delegates to the national convention were instructed for Lincoln. 
When the Republican convention met at Baltimore on June 7 the effective- 
ness of organization and regularity in American politics was impressively 
demonstrated. Though something of a ripple was caused by the presence 
of an anti-Lincoln Radical delegation from Missouri, yet every vote was 
recorded for Lincoln. 2 When one remembers the opposition within the 
party and the last-minute hope of many that Grant could be made the 
nominee, 3 the ease with which this unanimity was obtained becomes a 
matter of wonder. 

Outwardly Lincoln kept his hands off the convention, but his private 
secretary, J. G. Nicolay, was on tire ground at Baltimore, functioning as a 
sort of Lincoln scout and taking care that nothing distasteful to the Presi- 
dent be done on such matters as the platform and the vice-presidency. 
While behind the scenes Lincoln has been reported as favoring Andrew 
Johnson of Tennessee to supplant Hamlin, officially the President took the 
attitude that the convention must settle this question entirely for itself. 4 
Largely through the shrewdness of Henry J. Raymond matters were so 

2 Missouri at first cast 22 votes for Grant; but on the question of making Lin- 
coln s nomination unanimous Missouri’s vote was changed and unanimity obtained. 
Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln , IX, 72. 

1 While some Radicals favored Fremont for President, others thought that the 
best ticket would be Grant and Fremont. Grant gave no encouragement to this 
effort, being a loyal Lincoln man; but a meeting called for June 4 at New York 
City to express gratitude for the general's services was regarded as a scheme to 
launch a Grant boom in opposition to Lincoln. Unable to attend this meeting, 
Lincoln sent a letter praising Grant and his "brave soldiers" for their “remarkable 
campaign." Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 374. 

4 Lincolns role in tire nomination of Andrew Johnson later became a matter 
of acrimonious dispute. For a summary of the conflicting evidence on this point, 
stressing the President's support of Johnson, sec J. G. Randall and Richard N. 
Current, Lincoln the President, IV, 130— 134. For the opposing view, sec James 
Glonck, Lincoln, Johnson and the Baltimore Ticket,” Abraham Lincoln Quart., 
VI, 255-271 (Mar., 1951). 



Peace Movements and the Election of 1864 469 

maneuvered that Johnson’s name was presented at the fight juncture; and 
when his nomination was made unanimous there came an outburst of en- 
thusiasm growing out of the feeling that the ticket had been strengthened 
bv the recognition at once of the war Democrats and of the South. 

The platform was sufficiently broad to accommodate diverse elements. 
It is customary to say that the Radicals wrote the party manifesto. The 
truth is that the document had a radical flavor, but no Radical planks. 
Phrased in a tone of patriotic unction and heroic appeal, it demanded unity 
of effort to quell the “rebellion," denounced slavery as the cause of the war, 
and demanded its complete extirpation. Thanking people and soldiers For 
their sacrifices, it promised soldier relief, declared only supporters of the 
administration to be worthy of confidence, and then advocated specific 
measures, such as the protection of colored soldiers from violations of the 
laws of war, the encouragement of immigration, and the construction of a 
railroad to the Pacific. 

Just following the President’s renomination, opposition within his party 
broke out afresh. It was at this stage that the Jacobins pushed through the 
Wade-Davis reconstruction bill, a measure which Lincoln could not ap- 
prove because of its severity and its obvious tendency to perpetuate war- 
time bitterness and hinder restoration. Lincoln seldom used the veto; in 
this case, however, he applied the pocket veto, which required no veto 
message and gave Congress no opportunity to override the President. The 
further details of this episode are treated elsewhere; * what concerns us 
here is that, by his veto and his later proclamation developing his policy of 
reconstruction, Lincoln had come to a hopeless deadlock with the Radicals 
on one of the major issues of the time, that of bringing the South back 
when the war should close. So bitter was the opposition that the two 
prominent Radicals whose names were associated with the bill issued a 
scathing denunciation of the President who had just been renominated. It 
had the caustic sting of a campaign diatribe; yet its authors were of the 
same party as the chief whom they were mercilessly denouncing. 

There came now the Iong-lieraldcd withdrawal of Chase from the 
cabinet. On former occasions be bad offered to resign but bad been urged 
to remain; now he once more put his resignation into Lincoln’s hands, and 
to his chagrin, it was accepted. The occasion was a matter of patronage: 
in reality relations between President and secretary had been growing stcad- 
iVj more As LVovoVn pm it-. "Of aU \ hav e said in raTn-menda- 

tion of your ability and fidelity, I have nothing to unsay; and yet you and 
1 have reached a point of mutual embarrassment in our official relation 
which it seems cannot be overcome, or longer sustained, consistently with 
the public service.” * 

* See below, pp. 552-555. 

* The date of Chase's resignation was June 29, 1864; it was accepted next 
day. Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 419. 
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As the weeks dragged on during the summer of 1864, with their in- 
creasing military disappointments and sense of Union discouragement cul- 
minating in the Early raid and the narrowly averted capture of Washing- 
ton, the clouds of depression, defeatism, and political opposition thickened 
and darkened. The Democrats played a waiting game, postponing their con- 
vention to the last of August but ominously gathering their forces. Mean- 
while various forms of peace agitation and efforts toward negotiation were 
taking shape. C. L. Vallandigham, having escaped from the South and re- 
turned via Canada to Ohio, was attacking Lincoln and urging peace; in 
Illinois James W. Singleton and others were planning similar demonstra- 
tions. Singleton promoted a convention at Peoria (August 3, 1864) which 
was denounced as a copperhead movement to make “peace with traitors” 
(though many who participated did so, like Singleton, with sincere and 
honest purposes); and under like sponsorship a “peace pow-wow” was held 
at Springfield on August 18. It was not without significance that these ef- 
forts were closely associated with political opposition to the Lincoln gov- 
ernment, and the connection of the movement with the "Sons of Liberty” 
served still further to identify the peacemakers with those who would over- 
throw the existing administration. 

In a larger sense, however, the spread of the peace movement was an 
inevitable expression of a war-weary and heartsick nation; sincere North- 
ern patriots yearned for an end to the fratricidal slaughter. Even the calm 
Charles Francis Adams, in faraway London, was willing to grasp at almost 
any hope for peace. Early in 1864 he entered into unofficial discussions 
with one Thomas Yeatman of Tennessee, who pledged that Jefferson Davis 
would step aside as President of the Confederacy in order to allow the 
Southern states to re-enter the Union, provided the Lincoln administration 
adopted a gradual plan of compensated emancipation. When Yeatman’s in- 
discreet behavior and his failure to produce authoritative credentials as a 
Confederate peace envoy caused Seward to drop the negotiations, Adams 
grieved that his government had failed to pursue “the heroic policy which 
would have smoothed tire path to reconciliation.” 1 

Adams’s explorations were kept secret, but when the more excitable 
Horace Greeley associated himself prominently with the peace movement, 
the attention of the whole North was focused upon tire subject. Earnest 
though he was in his abolitionism and his denunciation of the South, 
Greeley had more than a trace of pacific idealism. On learning from a self- 
constituted envoy named Jewett that “two ambassadors of Davis 8c Co. are 
now in Canada, with full and complete powers for a peace,” and being ad- 

1 Harriet Chappell Owsley, “Peace and the Presidential Election of 1864,” 
Taut. Hist. Quart., XVIII, 3-19 (Mar., 1959). John Scott Russell, an English 
merchant, served as intermediary between Adams and Yeatman. 
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vised that "the whole matter [could] be consummated by me, you, them, 
and President Lincoln,” * the editor of the Tnbnne, eager for peace but 
craving no personal connection with a possibly unpopular negotiation, re- 
ferred the matter to President Lincoln, as in fact he should have done. “I 
venture to remind you {wrote Greeley to the President] that our bleeding, 
bankrupt, almost dying country also longs for peace; shudders at the 
prospect of fresh conscriptions, of further wholesale devastations, and of 
new risers of human blood. And a widespread conviction that the govern- 
ment and its . . . supporters arc not anxious for peace ... is doing 
great harm. ...” * 

Lincoln, then harassed by Early's raid toward Washington, replied to 
Greeley on July 9 promising to meet “any person anywhere professing to 
have any proposition of Jefferson Davis in writing, for peace, embracing die 
restoration of the Union and abandonment of slavery. ...” * At the same 
time he made the embarrassed Greeley the intermediary for conveying the 
government’s declaration of its purpose to receive responsible negotiators. 
When days passed and nothing was done Lincoln became more emphatic 
and wrote to Greeley on the 15th: "I not only intend a sincere effort for 
peace, but I intend that you shall be a personal witness that it is made." * 
To show good faith the President extended to C. C. Clay, Jacob Thompson, 
J. P. Holcombe, and G. N. Sanders, the Soudiem "commissioners” in ques- 
tion, a formal letter of safe conduct to Washington. It has been maintained 
that the purpose of these Confederate agents in Canada was to harass the 
Lincoln government, promote the Confederate cause in certain Northern 
districts, and stir up peace sentiment among the Northern people.* 

Caught up in a plan for which he had no relish, Greeley made the trip 
to Niagara only to find that the advertised diplomats had no credentials. 
Their mission was unofficial; they offered, however, if granted safe conduct 
to Washington and Richmond, to obtain the needed authorisation. It ap- 
pears that the agents had no authority to negotiate for peace at all, being 
interested rather in peace agitation (a very different matter); but that they 
had to guard against an unfortunate effect upon the people of the South 
if it were made to appear that Lincoln was ready for peace while the South 
was not. Informed of this development, Lincoln made public the following 
announcement: 

To Whom it may concern: 

Any proposition which embraces the restoration of peace, the integrity of 
the whole Union, and the abandonment of slavery, and which comes by and 

* W. C. Jewett of Colorado Territory wrote as above to Greeley from Niagara 
Falls on July j, 1 864, after conferring on the Canadian side with G. N. Sanders of 
Kentucky. 

* E. C. Kirkland, Peacemakers of 1864, 76. 

* Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 435. 

* ibid., vn, 44a. 

* Kirkland, 73- 
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with an authority that can control the armies now at war against the United 
States will be received and considered by the Executive government of the 
United States, and will be met by liberal terms on other substantial and col- 
lateral points. . . , 7 

Lincolns memorandum was no mere gesture: he was ready to do pre- 
cisely what he said. Since, however, reunion meant defeat in the Southern 
mind, his terms were impossible, while the lack of official credentials made 
the Southern agents useless as negotiators. 

Thus the Greeley fiasco ended. It was soon followed by another unoffi- 
cial peace effort which seemed more promising, the Jaquess-Gilmore mis- 
sion. Jaquess was a preacher-soldier of Illinois, a Methodist college presi- 
dent who had become colonel of a volunteer regiment. Shocked that fellow 
Christians North and South should be killing each other, he obtained a fur- 
lough from military duty and journeyed to Fort Monroe, where he was af- 
forded die facilities of a boat to enter the Confederate lines under flag of 
truce. He did this without government authority, though Lincoln unoffi- 

ff a f!Ld P ? r0Ve ^ e T Si ° n ’ eVCn g0ing so far as t0 sa y ‘hat it promised good 

ref, S nrr m ( r dlffiCU n 1CS ' Though his mission broke down because of the 
efusal of Jefferson Davis to interview him, he persisted. J. R. Gilmore 8 

had become associated with him in the enterprise; and in July, 1864 Lin- 

two" men ToT ed ? - COnSen , t t0 3 nCW P£aCe mission conducted by these 
• k 7 ^ S m ‘ nd U Was an ex Periment. While carefully avoid- 

ing official connection with it, he saw no reason to prevent it i/may be 

peTcfeffor!" C afoot W1 A 1° eXP ° Se ^ >litical ” Purposes of the various 

ward toms of oeace 11 ! d ? “? f 0minence the Southern attitude to- 
, n P‘ 5 of P eace - In Richmond the peacemakers conferred with Presi- 
dent Davis and Secretary Benjamin on July 17 t 86a- bm „ , 

cases thp ^ 1 , J ' L '> I5b 4 > but, as in all similar 

that Southe n in d0Wn when the Confederate leaders indicated 

tnat southern independence was indisnensihlp wnh , 

llcity the Boston Evening TWcrip, printed on lull , 8? P 1 

of the Jaquess-Gilmore mission in tvhich „ “ * ccount 

Jacob Thompson, his former colleague In the Bucht "J’ f 
Southern sine qua non of independence 4 ^ 

opening for a consideration of collateral 1 dlSC “ SS10n and S ave n ° 
restoration, and compensation to slaveowners on t/h T"”?’ ^ 
ready to offer generous pledges. ’ vhlch Llncoln stood 

1 Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 45r . 

, * Gilmore had combined business with 

included ventures in cotton trading travels in th ’"j. 2 " unusual ca reer which 
writings under the name of Edmund Kirke. He was edl ' torial activities, and 

both his dreams of peace and his distrust of the T • f f en d of Gree Iey and shared 
GU “~ s “ ’■ K - 
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A strange movement now developed — an effort within the Republican 
party to get rid of their chosen nominee, i.c., to force the withdrawal of 
Lincoln in favor of a "more vigorous” candidate. Whether viewed from 
the angle of Greeley's pacifism or of Wade’s aggressiveness, the national 
prospect under existing management seemed, in the dark summer of 1864, 
nearly hopeless. Grant seemed to be accomplishing nothing; Lee appeared 
invincible; three >ears of war and hundreds of thousands of casualties had 
gone for naught; Sherman was apparently getting nowhere; Early had al- 
most seized Washington. Lincoln was at odds with his own party on war 
aims and reconstruction and had offended his Congress. Prominent men 
kept denouncing the "imbecility" of the administration; the government’s 
financial credit was ebbing; further calls for troops but emphasized 
the futility of Union effort; and meanwhile the people were made to be- 
lieve that the South was anxious to negotiate but was rebuffed by a stub- 
born administration at Washington. On August 9 Greeley wrote: "I firmly 
believe that, were the election to take place tomorrow, the Democratic 
majority in this State and Pcnns>lvania would amount to 100,000, and 
that wc should lose Connecticut also. Now if the Rebellion can be crushed 
before November it will do to go on; if not, wc arc rushing on certain 
ruin.” * 

Under these circumstances a "call” was confidentially circulated by 
dissenting Republicans who set September 28 as the date for a convention 
to meet at Cincinnati "to consider the state of the nation and to concen- 
trate the union strength on some one candidate who commands the confi- 
dence of the country, even by a new nomination if necessary.’’ * It was the 
intention to circulate the "call” secretly and then, if sufficient sentiment 
seemed ready to consolidate back of the movement, to bring the project 
into the open at what was deemed an opportune time. 

Though the projected convention never met, the call evoked letters 
from men high in Republican councils which one reads today with con- 
siderable wonderment. Horace Greeley wrote: "Mr. Lincoln is already 
beaten. He cannot be elected. And we must have another ticket to save us 
from utter overthrow. If w e had such a ticket as could be made by naming 
Grant, Butler, or Sherman for President, and Farragut as Vice, we could 
make a fight yet. And such a ticket we ought to have anyhow, with or with- 
out a convention.” Henry Winter Davis wrote: “My letters from Maryland 
say Lincoln can do nothing there, even where the Union party is most 
vigorous, and everybody is looking for a new candidate. . . .“He added: 

1 Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IX, 196-197. 

2 N. Y. Sun, June 30, 1889, p. 3, (In this issue of die Sun a collection of 
documents was published to illustrate the ‘‘secret movement to supersede Abraham 
Lincoln in ’64.") Among those associated with the movement were Horace Greeley, 
David Dudley Field, H. W. Davis, George Opdyke, and John Austin Stevens. 
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"I think we have a pretty good start in New York and the N. E. States, Pa., 
Del., and Ohio and Michigan. If a break be made there, it compels Lin- 
coln’s surrender.” To Richard Smith, writing from the Gazette office in 
Cincinnati, it seemed that the success of the Democrats would be the ruin 
of the nation, that the "peace party” was of dangerous proportions, that 
the "people regarded] Mr. Lincoln’s candidacy as a misfortune,” and that 
the best course would be the withdrawal of Lincoln and Fremont and “the 
nomination of a man that would inspire confidence and infuse life into 
our ranks.” Whitelaw Reid wrote on September 2 : “That which I could 
do has been done in inducing the Gazette to come out for Mr. Lincoln’s 
withdrawal.” 3 

With this feeling of trepidation in Republican ranks, the Democratic 
delegates met at Chicago on August 29. The convention represented a 
union of war Democrats and peace Democrats: to please the war Demo- 
crats McClellan was nominated for the presidency, his running mate being 
Pendleton of Ohio; while the drafting of the platform was assigned to the 
so-called “peace faction,” of which C. L. Vallandigham was the outstand- 
ing leader. After referring to “four years of failure to restore the Union by 
the experiment of war,” the platform demanded the cessation of hostilities 
“to the end that at the earliest possible moment peace may be restored on 
the basis of the Federal Union of the States.” 

This was not a peace-at-any-price declaration; it proclaimed reunion 
as the condition of peace. Its weakness lay not in the aims and objectives 
that were visioned, but in the easy assumption that an undefeated Confed- 
eracy, having achieved an armistice on the basis of what would have been 
deemed Southern victory, would give up the main purpose for which they 
were fighting and consent to abdication by the Southern government. 

Shortly prior to this convention, President Lincoln had set down on 
paper, chiefly as a way of formulating his own purpose, the following 
memorandum: “This morning ... it seems exceedingly probable that 
tills Administration will not be re-elected. Then it will be my duty to so 
cooperate with the President elect, as to save the Union between the elec- 
tion and the inauguration; as he will have secured his election on such 
ground that he can not possibly save it afterwards.” In the diary of John 
Hay it is recorded that when Lincoln wrote this memorandum he obtained 
the signatures of his cabinet secretaries without showing them the con- 
tents, and that at the cabinet meeting of November 1 1 just after his re- 
election the President read the memorandum and stated that it had been 
his resolve, in case of McClellan’s election, to “talk matters over with him” 
and say: “General, the election has demonstrated that you . . . have 
more influence . . . than I. Now let us together, you with your influence 
and I with . . . the executive power . . . , try to save the country. You 
raise as many troops as you possibly can . . . , and I will devote all my 

* These quotations are from the N. Y. Sun, as above cited. 
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energies to assist and finish the war.” "At least," said Lincoln, "I should 
have done my duty and have stood dear before my own conscience." 4 

Embarrassed by the peace plank, McClellan cut the knot by laying 
the strongest emphasis on the Union in his letter accepting the nomination. 
He thus nest before the country as a war leader: indeed his war record 
was the reason for his candidacy. Nor did McClellan stand apart from other 
leading Democrats in his insistence on the preservation of the Union as 
the object of the war; the same emphasis was found in the general conduct 
of the Democratic campaign in the North. Democratic speakers generally, 
while avoiding mention of the “peace plank” of the platform, inveighed 
against Lincoln's policies, denounced his so-called acts of usurpation, and 
urged Republican unfitness for the task of restoring the Union. 

Until the beginning of September the political horoscope seemed to 
presage Democratic victory. On September 2 three important editors — 
Greeley, Theodore Tilton, and Parke Godwin, representing the Tribune, 
Independent, and Evening Post, all of New York — joined in letters to 
Northern governors, seeking to promote the movement to discard Lincoln 
for some other candidate. 5 Suddenly, however, the horizon changed. The 
Democrats had stirred up resentment by their peace paragraph, which the 
Republicans used with telling effect, denouncing what they chose to call 
the “Copperhead platform." Then followed in quick succession the fall of 
Atlanta, giving Lincoln the military victory he needed, and Republican 
triumph in the elections held in Maine and Vermont. With remarkable 
rapidity the plans for the Cincinnati convention melted away. Fremont 
withdrew from the race (September 22). At the same time anti-Lincoln 
Radicals were appeased by the retirement of Montgomery Blair from the 
cabinet and the appointment of William Dennison, war governor of Ohio, 
in his place. 6 Even Wade and Davis, seeing the hopelessness of displacing 
Lincoln, decided that it was expedient to support him; Republican ranks 
were closed behind the President; and the “multitudes . . . rushing to 
McClellan” which had caused Henry Winter Davis so much concern T were 
halted. 

* Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IX, 251 n. 

* Pearson, Andrew, II, 162; Welles, Diary, II, 135. 

» There is not room in these pages to enter upon the question whether the 
withdrawal of Frfmont simultaneously with the retirement of Blair was the result 
of a "bargain” between Lincoln’s managers and Fremont’s friends. See W. E. 
Smith, Blair Family, IT, 284; Rhodes, IV, 529; Nevins, Fremont, 57 8 ft. Nevins 
questions the “bargain” tradition. Charles R. Wilson (“New Light on the Lincoln- 
Blair-Fremont ‘Bargain’ of 1864,” Ant. Hist Rev., XLlI, 71—78) further chal- 
lenges the bargain theory and states that “Fremont came very close to withdrawing 
in favor of McClellan and the Democrats rather than in favor of the Republicans.” 

t N. Y. Sun, June 30, 1889, p. 3. 
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Only the Union states were counted, though elections were also held 
in Louisiana and Tennessee, which Lincoln carried. Just prior to the elec- 
tion Nevada was added to the Union. Earlier in the year, when radical Re- 
publican votes were needed in tire Senate for reconstruction purposes, Con- 
gress had passed enabling acts for Colorado and Nevada (March 21, 
1864). In Colorado the process was delayed, but in Nevada it worked ac- 
cording to design. The Nevada constitutional convention completed its 
work at so late a date that the constitution had to be telegraphed to Wash- 
ington so that the state might be admitted prior to the election. It was on 
October 31, 1864, just eight days before the election, that Lincoln pro- 
claimed the admission of the new commonwealth. Lincoln carried the state 
by a comfortable majority; and though much was made of its "argentiferous 
leads,” there were those who suspected that its two Republican senators 
constituted its chief product. 

Of these Union states, all except three (Kentucky, Delaware, and New 
Jersey) gave Lincoln their electoral vote, while in the popular ballots Lin- 
coln had a majority of 400,000 over McClellan. In a careful analysis of the 
election returns, William Frank Zornow concludes: “. . . Lincoln won 
the election because of the support given him by the agricultural areas in- 
habited largely by native-born citizens, former Bell-Everett voters, and the 
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skilled urban workers and professional classes. McClellan drew bis best 
support from the immigrant proletariat and from rural areas in which the 
foreign element predominated. Those who supported Breckinridge in i860 
seem in a large measure to hate toted for McClellan in 1864. Most Protes- 
tant denominations urged support of the administration, while the Irish 
element of the Catholic church supported McClellan.” 1 

Though the election was hailed as a Lincoln "landslide,” the large 
minorities for McClellan in New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and 
Illinois gate point to those indications which seemed in August to foretell 
Democratic success. According to a contemporary obsener (John D. Caton 
of Illinois), Democratic failure in 1S64 tvas due to the ambiguous expres- 
sions in their platform and to the questionable principles of some uho fig- 
ured in the Chicago contention. The Democrats, supporting the tvar but 
condemning the "radicalism of Lincoln," won the election of 1862; then 
in 1864, thought Caton, they failed because they took up the cry of peace, 
denounced all others as abolitionists, organized secret societies, and wrote 
a platform to conciliate a minor group that had assumed leadership.* 

It may be w ell to inquire into the validity of the familiar tradition re- 
garding the election of 1864. The stereotyped picture is that Lincoln and 
McClellan were opposites, that McClellan personified a movement in op- 
position to Lincoln’s main objectives, that Democratic victory would have 
brought defeat in the war and failure to the Union cause, and that only 
by the elccuon of Lincoln were the purposes of the people in terms of 
"restoration” salvaged. The patent fact, however, is that all parties in the 
North in 1864 were Union parties. The Union (i.e., Republican) party 
under Lincoln, the Democratic party under McClellan, and the radical 
anti-Lincoln party under Fremont (whose ticket disappeared before elec- 
tion day), all favored the restoration of ihe Union as the chief point at 
issue. Writing from the contemporary Southern viewpoint E. A. Pollard 
commented as follow s on the relation of war issues to the campaign : 

This struggle [of i S64] did not turn upon a sufficiently tangible issue to 
give it importance. As a Union party, the great body of the opposition [i.e.. 
Democratic] party was committed to the war as the only practicable means of 
preserving and restoring the Union. ... It would have been vain to expect 
success upon the principles of the very few Democrats . . . who be- 
lieved . ■ • that the war had been unrighteous ... in its leading ob- 
ject. . . . The great body of Che opposition concurred with Gen. McClellan in 
the opinion that secession was unwarrantable . . . and that it ought to he 
resisted by all the power of the Union. 


Except in the important particular that the Government party proposed, 
in its amended platform, to abolish slavery by an extra-constitutional means, 

1 Zornow, Lincoln & the tarty Divided, 114—21$. 

* John D. Caton to G. B. McClellan, Ottawa, 111 ., Dec. 18, 1864, Caton MSS., 
quoted in H. E. Pratt, ‘Trfe of John Dean Caton” (MS.), chap. vui. 
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there was no great difference between the positions of these two parties in re- 
gard to slavery itself. ... By the summer of 1864, however, the fate of 
slavery had . . . been sealed. It probably could not have existed if the Con- 
federacy had been established. 3 

The false emphasis upon the “peace plank” adopted at Chicago comes 
largely from party propaganda directed against the Democrats. 4 It is to be 
noted in the first place that the peace declaration (in its reference to the 
war as a "failure”) did not represent even a majority of the opposition 
party, and that if the Democrats had won the election, their victory would 
have been obtained under McClellan’s leadership, not that of Vallan- 
digham. Such a victory could have been fairly interpreted only as a man- 
date to do as McClellan said, i.e., to prosecute the war as a conflict whose 
object was restoration of the Union. Had McClellan been chosen, it is 
more reasonable to suppose that he would have held true to his own war 
record and his declarations in the campaign and would consequently have 
refused peace on terms of Union surrender, than to suppose that he and his 
advisers would have consented to such surrender. Not even the peace 
Democrats — the Vallandigham element — favored a peace of this nature. 5 
Even the "Copperhead plank,” so roundly denounced, declared for peace 
on the basis of reunion. The main difference between Vallandigham and 
McClellan was as to the efficacy of an armistice in promoting suitable peace 
terms. 

On the main issues of the day Lincoln and McClellan were not oppo- 
sites. They agreed in considering secession iniquitous and the war right- 
eous; they agreed essentially as to reconstruction. The differences between 
them were more a matter of shading than of glaring contrast. Perhaps these 
can best be defined in terms of the support which each candidate drew. 
Though the great body of the Democrats in 1864 was formed of unques- 
tionably loyal citizens who favored the vigorous prosecution of the war, the 
McClellan ticket also received the backing of the small but noisy anti-war 
faction; and so powerful was this group that, as we have seen, Lincoln 

3 Pollard, Last Cause, 571-572. 

* This emphasis is false in two respects: (1) it incorrectly imputes treason- 
able motives to those who actively labored for the adoption of the plank, forgetting 
that Vallandigham favored not treason but a regular armistice with ultimate restora- 
tion of the Union; (2) it misrepresents the main body of Democrats who stood 
with McClellan for a vigorous prosecution of the war. 

5 The bloody shirt’ tradition, which in postwar elections represented all 
Democrats as Copperheads and traitors, requires further research. One of the 
difficulties is the lack of data connecting individual party affiliation with army 
service. For Illinois the subject has been elaborately studied by two students, 
A. R. Ilocflin and Myron G. Armstrong. Comparing county voting records with 
county army statistics, they have concluded that Union army service was given no 
less freely in Democratic areas than in Republican areas. Military service was 
measured by the number of volunteers in proportion to the number properly sub- 
ject to military duty. 
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thought it would control McClellan should he be elected. On the other 
hand, most Republicans in 1864 were undoubtedly moderates who desired 
nothing more than the restoration of peace and the Union; but the vigorous 
Radical minority, which wanted a social resolution in the South, was also a 
part of Lincoln's following, and, as the previous years had demonstrated, 
the President could be pushed into a gradual acceptance of their Radical 
views. 



CHAPTER ^8 


The North in Wartime 


i 

The Northern people, having a more diverse civilization and being far- 
ther removed from the scene of battle, felt the conflict less directly than 
did the people of the South. Yet their suffering should not be minimized. 
Illinois with a population of 1,711,000 furnished 259,000 enlistments; 
Massachusetts with 1,231,000 furnished 146,000; Connecticut with 
460,000 furnished 55,000; Michigan with 749,000 furnished 87,000; 
and other states in like proportion. 1 As the weary weeks dragged on the 
struggle was dramatized as a contest between Richmond and Washington, 
and the main interest was steadily on the Virginia front. With interest 
thus centered, the course of the war proved discouraging in the extreme. 
First came the humiliation of Bull Run, then long months of inaction. This 
was early in the struggle; yet people were already asking whether McClel- 
lan would ever fight and whether the war would ever end. At last McClellan 
moved; he came to the very outskirts of Richmond and was held back. 
Then a maddening series of defeats: the second Bull Run, Fredericksburg, 
Chancellorsville. Even the brighter news of Antietam and Gettysburg was 
considerably offset by the extent of Northern loss, the failure to pursue, 
and die fact that the North had been invaded and had suffered narrow es- 
capes in a contest where, if ultimate victory was to come, the annies of the 
Union must be kept on the offensive. To understand what the Northern 
people felt as they lived through all this, one must supply the sense of 
duration, of time suspense, of hope endlessly deferred while increasing 
sacrifices were demanded; this indeed is one of the major psychological 
aspects of the war. 

Economically the early months of the conflict were months of business 
depression and dislocation. The crisis of 1 860-1 86 r was a period of in- 
dustrial and financial recession; and this general condition continued until 
the year 1862. Business failures in the Northern states in 1861 were 

1 The figures are for enlistments, not for men furnished; many reenlistments 
are included. For numbers and losses in general, see below, pp. 529-531. 
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numbered at 593 y with liabilities up to 5/78,000,000. This depression 
was, however, brief. In what might be considered a classic demonstration 
of Keynesian economic theory, the activities of the Federal government in 
cutting off imports, through high tariff walls, and in pouring money into 
war contracts produced a speedy recovery. By 1862 business failures in- 
volved only $23,000,000.* Then came, in almost indecent proportions, 
the phenomenon of war prosperity. While profits mounted and while 
much of the profit was croolted, the conduct of the nation's war business 
was planless, chaotic, and ruinously individualistic. The editor of the 
New York Times declared in 1863 that “the greatest disadvantage of the 
war” was “the prosperity of the country.” * It was literally true that thou- 
sands were fattening on the war and selfishly desired it to continue. The 
New York Herald, recalling that yearly or semi-yearly dividends had been 
the custom, called attention in 1864 to the monthly dividends being paid 
by a Colorado gold mine and playfully predicted that the country might 
yet hear of weekly or daily dividends. Railroad earnings were enormously 
increased. The earnings of the Erie Railroad, for example, leaped from 
$5,000,000 in 1860 to $ro,ooo,ooo in 1863, while its stock rose in 
three years from 17 to 12 614. Money changers and war profiteers were 
growing rich; Old Hartford was waxing fat, as Mrs. Stowe observed; and 
people of the money-getting type were interested in army operations not 
from the patriotic motive but for their effect upon the stock market. 

Despite the hundreds of thousands of men in the armies, crop pro- 
duction was well sustained. Areas open to grain production were increased 
in the western states; and where men were lacking, women and children 
d/d the heavy field work. Labor-saving machinery also helped replace the 
absent soldiers, a process which incidentally brought enormous profits to 
the manufacturers of reapers, threshers, and similar devices. In May, 
1864, Cyrus H. McCormick, the reaper magnate, encouraged one of his 
Illinois salesmen: “Don’t be so blue over the prospects. Remember 20,000 
militia have to leave this state . . . and these men will have to come, 
many or a large share of them, from the farms.” 

Unusual war conditions promoted agricultural experimentation as in 
the efforts to produce cotton in Kentucky, Missouri, and the southern por- 
tions of Illinois and Indiana, in the beginnings of beet-sugar experiments, 
in increased sorghum production, and in the importation of sugar from 
Cuba. The shortage of raw materials obtainable from the South was not 
without its compensating features, as in the stimulation of wool production 
as well as that of Bax and hemp as substitutes for cotton. Crop deficiency 

* The figures of R. G. Dun and Company. They do not Include the border 
states. Ann. Cyc., 1861, p. 312: N. Y. Herald, Jan. l, 1863, p. 3, cs. 1-2 and 
p. 4, c. 4. See also E. D. Fite, Soc. and Indus. Conditions . . . during the Civil 
War, 105-106. 

* Editorial, July 2, 1863. 
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in Europe increased the foreign demand for American grain; and condi- 
tions in general gave satisfaction to Isaac Newton, first commissioner of 
the newly created bureau of agriculture, who, in summarizing the produc- 
tion of the basic crops, was able to report an increase in their total value 
from 955 million dollars in 1863 to 1440 million in 1864. 4 Between 
January and December of 1862 wheat rose from $1.52 a bushel (maxi- 
mum) to $1.75; corn from 68 cents to 95 cents; barley from 80 cents 
to $1.55.° 

This inflation of agricultural prices was part of the general wartime 
trend. As the following table shows, all prices were rising: 

Price Indexes for the Civil War Years 



General 

Wholesale Farm 


Price Index 

Price Index 

i860 

100 

100 

1861 

99 

97 

1862 

hi 

1 12 

1863 

135 

M 7 

1864 

182 

210 

1865 

179 

192 

Source: Recalculated from 

Historical Statistics of the 

United States, 1789-1 945, 


Table L 1-14. 

2 

It was customary to find newspapers bursting into superlatives in their 
comments upon material progress in the North. It was remarked by the 
New York Times in 1864 that in “the midst of the most gigantic civil war 
the world [had] yet seen” the people of the North were never better fed, 
sheltered, or clothed. The Illinois Central Railroad, built across a prairie 
ten years before, now traversed a "boundless cultivated field.” Farm land 
valueless a decade ago was now worth from $10 to $100 an acre. Sales of 
die road's domain bade fair to cover the whole cost of its construction. Re- 
ceipts from tliis source were reported at $1 50,000 net per month. 1 

In such inflationary times businessmen were actually averse to demand- 
ing payment of debts due to them. As an agent wrote to the McCormick 
brothers, manufacturers of the reaper: "... I have not dared collect any- 
thing as the currency is in such bad shape, it is not safe to take it, and a 
large share is today worth only 50 or 60 cents on the dollar.” When money 
did come in, capitalists attempted speedily to reinvest it in nonperishable 
goods. “I have felt that paper money kept on deposit was unwise and have 
bought nearly 3000 tons of pig iron," William McCormick reported to his 

* Report of the Commissioner of Agriculture for the Year r86y, 10. 

8 Ann. Cyc., 18G2, 5. 

1 New York Times, Mar. 1, 1864. 
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brother Cyrus in November, 1862. "Our pig iron is piled up high. . . . 
Norv ive are asked in St. Louis $40! for pig iron that ive bought at $23 and 
$0 it is in other things and so you can see I have actually saved tens of 
thousands bv having gone ahead early and bought these things. ...” The 
McCormick brothers also invested their profits in farm lands and in Chi* 
cago lots, in the hope of hedging against inflation. 2 

Rising prices, mounting dividends in industrial production, and gold 
fluctuations combined with the artificial flush of war psychology to produce 
sensational scenes on the stock market and the gold exchange. One of the 
vicious aspects of the gold speculation was that bad news increased the 
price of gold, whereas good news diminished it; hence the bull speculator 
in gold would profit by disaster or threatened disaster to the country, as 
in the summer of 1864 when Washington seemed on the point of capture. 
As for the bear speculator his operations would tend to cause national mili- 
tary success to be associated with deflation, in both the monetary and the 
investment sense. While people realized that the speculative wave was 
probably temporary, that fact tended rather to increase their gambling 
operations. Warnings were issued; a revulsion was forecast; it was predicted 
that the war might end with startling suddenness; and people were told to 
beware of the coining crash. They were, however, also advised to ‘buy 
now”; and easy fortunes made before their eyes had more influence on 
speculative investors than sober admonitions. Women as well as men 
caught the mania; and in commenting on "Crinoline in Wall Street" the 
Herald noted that ladies were fully alite to per cent, and were talking 
stocks with an animation the reverse of agreeable to those who took an old- 
fashioncd view of woman’s sphere. 1 The new-made rich were conspicuous 
in purple and fine linen; and expenditures for luxuries were described as 
"unexampled, et en in the history of our wasteful people.” 4 New York City, 
it was said, had never been “so gay, . . . so crowded, so prosperous." * 

The stimulation of business and the military drain upon man power 
naturally produced a condition of labor shortage, from which, however, 
only moderate results in the betterment of labor were obtained. The most 
obvious source of new labor supply was by the encouragement of immigra- 
tion, which in the early part of the war showed a marked decline as com- 
pared with the fifties. Immigrants entering the country amounted to only 
142,000 in 1861, 72,000 in 1862, and 132,000 in 1863, as compared 
to 427,000 fn 1854.' Capitalists and industrialists became alarmed at 
the falling off; and in his annual message of December 8, 1863, Lincoln 

1 Eugene M. Lerner, "Investment Uncertainty during the Civil War— A Note 
on the McCormick Brothers," Jour, of Ec. Hist., XVI, 35, 38 (Mar., 1956). 

* N. Y. Herald, Mar. 24. 1864. 

* N. Y. Times, Mar. 19, 1864. 

* N. Y. Herald, Mar. 1, 1864- 

* Sew International Encyclopedia, XII, 9. (For the sixties the figures are for 
fiscal years.) 
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reported that “there is still a great deficiency of laborers in every field of 
industry,” and asked for governmental encouragement of immigration; 
whereupon Congress responded with a law (July 4, 1864) by which con- 
tract labor could be imported in conformity to regulations fixed by a com- 
missioner of immigration, future wages and homesteads being mortgaged 
to repay the cost of emigration to America. The immigration figures for 
1864 and 1865 (191,000 and 180,000 respectively) registered in part 
the effect of this law and in part the natural response to economic oppor- 
tunity; but they fell considerably short of the postwar figure (332,000 for 
the fiscal year 1866). While many aliens were promptly advanced on the 
road to citizenship or entered the army as aliens, it should be remembered 
that those foreigners who had not voted nor declared an intention of be- 
coming citizens were exempt from military duty. 7 

Labor suffered heavily from die paralysis of business which followed 
the outbreak of the war, and unemployment was heavy during 1861. But 
as wartime prosperity spread and as more and more workingmen enlisted 
in the armies, there soon came to be jobs for all. Wages gradually increased : 
carpenters’ wages rose from an old daily minimum of $1.75 to $2.25; 
blacksmiths’ from $1.50 to $2.25; harness makers' from $1.40 to $2.00; 
machinists’ from $2.00 to $2.50; drug clerks' from $30 to $50 (a 
month). 8 This apparent increase in labor income was, however, largely 
deceptive, for the cost of living mounted even more rapidly; real wages 
(i.e., wages defined in terms of purchasing power) consequently declined. 
As a result there was much exploitation of labor, with sweatshop condi- 
tions and starvation wages especially manifest in the factories that em- 
ployed large numbers of women. 

At the beginning of the war labor was almost wholly unorganized, for 
the few small national unions were in a sad way and many of the local 
unions had never recovered from the depression of 1857. As prosperity in- 
creased, the movement for organizing labor was renewed. One of the earli- 
est signs of a revival was the formation of a city trades’ assembly in Roches- 
ter, New York, on March 13, 1863.° By December, 1863, some twenty 

7 It is often asserted that this contract-labor law “compensated the industrial 
capitalists for their contributions in taxes to the government and for the favors 
given to the farmers in the Homestead Act of 1862” e.g., Ratner, American Taxa- 
tion, 91. A recent study, however, concludes that the act “did not result from 
a general pressure from industrialists'* and that the promoters of contract labor 

did not succeed in obtaining the whole-hearted support of American industrial 
capitalists. The American employer on the whole disliked contract-labor because 
of the scarcity of skilled labor [among the immigrants], his unwillingness to train 
it, the difficulties of recruiting it abroad, and the unsatisfactory results in trade- 
unions when he did. ’ Charlotte Erickson, American Industry and the European 
Immigrant 1 860-1 885, vii, 7, 63. 

8 Ann. Cyc., 1863, 413. 

* Norman J. Ware, The Labor Movement in the United States, i860— 1895, 

t-i. 
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trades had been organized; by December, 1864, 53 trades were organized, 
with 203 locals; and by November, 1865, 69 trades, with 300 locals. Na- 
tional unions also sprang up, among them "the sons of Vulcan (iron pud- 
dlers), locomotive engineers, plasterers, cigarmakers, ship carpenters, 
coachmakers, house carpenters, bricklajers and masons, tailors, painters, 
and heaters.” By 1864—1865 total union membership was estimated at 
200,000. In September, 1864, twelve delegates representing eight city 
trades' assemblies met in Louisville and formed an abortive national labor 
organization which called itself the International Industrial Assembly of 
North America. 1 ® 

Northern Wages During the Civil War 


Wage Indexes for Noil- 

agricultural Employments Beal Wage Indexes 


i860 

loo.o 

100 (January) 
100 CJuly) 

1861 

100.8 

102 (January) 
104 (July) 

1863 

102.9 

102 (January) 

1 01 (July) 

1863 

no.y 

89 (January) 
86 (July) 

1864 

12 J.6 

81 (January) 
71 (July) 

1865 

!«■' 

67 (January) 

97 (July) 


Sources The first column is from Historical Statistics of the United States, 1789- 
1945, Table D-108, the second is from Wesley Clair Mitchell, A History of the 
Greenbacks, 341. 

None of these labor gains were made without bitter opposition from 
employers. Capital "called to its aid every possible form of cheap labor.” 
The use of Negroes as strikebreakers was an element in the ugly race riots 
which occurred in New York, Brooklyn, and Cincinnati. In Illinois, under 
pressure from organized businessmen, the legislature enacted the “La Salle 
Black Laws,” which "declared any person who by threat, intimidation, or 
otherwise sought to prevent another person from vvorifng, guifty of crime”; 
they were a potent weapon against strikes. Similar legislation in New York 
and Massachusetts was defeated only through labor pressure. Throughout 
the war federal troops were frequently called in to break strikes, such as 
those of the gun workers in Cold Springs, New York, the engineers on the 
Reading Railroad, and the miners in Tioga County, Pennsjlvama. General 

‘i Joseph G. Rayback, A History of American Labor, 1 1 r-i n; John R. 
Commons et at,. History of Labor in the United States, U, 33—37. 
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Rosecrans, who commanded the Union forces in Missouri in 1864, posi- 
tively forbade the unionization of men engaged in war production, and his 
orders were used against striking coal miners, machinists, printers, and 
tailors. On the whole it is safe to conclude that labor had a meager share 
of the wartime prosperity and that at the end of the conflict the working- 
man’s condition was "undoubtedly worse than in i860.” 11 


Enhanced prosperity was reflected in the festivities and amusements 
of the time. Immense crowds nightly filled the theaters. Barnum’s "colossal 
museum and menagerie” was thriving; Washington was gay with dinners 
receptions, and elegant parties; organized baseball was on the increase; 
band music was given the public in Central Park. According to a contempo- 
rary account the quality of entertainment in New York playhouses did not 
deserve the crowds that blocked the aisles to the point where the theaters 
became fire traps. 1 Comedy was the vogue, though the New York Academy 
of Music in its offering of German grand opera was making a brave effort 
to compete with animal curiosities and Negro minstrels. One of the events 
of the time was the wedding of "General” Tom Thumb and his midget 
binde, a social affair at a Broadway church attended by General Burnside 
and followed by a reception at the Metropolitan Hotel at which the happy 
couple, perched on a piano, received their guests. In saloons, winter gar- 
dens, skating carnivals billiard tournaments, burlesque shows and cock 
fights, and in Bowery theaters where the unwashed gathered to eat pea- 
nuts, whistle, and yell, the populace was either seeking to forget the war 
or showing indifference to it. b 

Ev ^» vvorsc than indifference was the shocking story of corruption Un- 
believable profits were possible in cotton, which in 1864 could bThacUn 
the South at 20 cents or less and would bring $i. 9 o at Boston, and much 
of the trading in this commodity was illicit. Such was the situation under 
General Butler at New Orleans that soldiers wanted to go home "not wth- 
mg to risk their lives to make fortunes for others ” Tt „ 7 , , 
ur, official in 1862 that Col. Andrew J-^ull’cr^brotherof tlie^Union gen- 

f •* T ° f ”“ k,ns ”»”=y-' Th” general 

asserted that he had no interest in the transactions of his brother whose 

11 Fite, 184-187; Rayback, no, n 3 , 

1 A Herald writer stated: . . \v c hive mtcV.,,4 , 

ping in at all the places of amusement • P C d °“ r Way down town > dr0 P" 

Jan. 25, ,864. amusement, and seeing them all jammed." N. Y. Herald, 

2 Rhodes, V, 290, 304-306. 
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contracts for producing firms constituted a national scandal. After per- 
sistent exposures the New York Herald in June, 1864, was emphatic in 
condemning the "gross corruption prevailing in nearly every department of 
the government.” 1 Much of the profiteering was in whiskey, which sold in 
New York in 1865 for $2.24 a gallon as compared with 39 cents in 1863. 4 
By levying a tax of $1.50 a gallon in June, 1864, with notice in advance 
that the tax would be raised to $2.00 in February, 1865, without being 
retroactive as to existing stocks, the government stimulated an accumula- 
tion of liquor stocks “without precedent," with profits that had “probably 
no parallel ... in this country” and could not be estimated at less than 
$50,000,000.® Trade with the enemy offered many scandals. The prohibi- 
tion of such trade in accordance with the usual laws of war was qualified by 
regulations which permitted it for certain objects under presidential li- 
cense. Even the “legitimate” trade was often questionable, while much of 
the traffic amounted to smuggling and giving aid to the enemy, evoking in- 
dignant comment by Union generals. General S. A- Hurlbut wrote that the 
practice was "perfectly demoralizing” and added that “bribery and cor- 
ruption seem to go into every branch of service.” * Grant thought that any 
trade at all with the enemy was a serious weakness. Both he and Sherman 
sought to have it suppressed. Restrictions to regulate the traffic, by making 
it unprofitable, served as Grant said to cause only dishonest men to go 
into it He ventured to state that "no honest man has made money in West 
Tennessee in the last year [1862-1863], while many fortunes have been 
made there during the time.” * 

Yet in contrast to the many instances of profiteering and dishonesty, 
other instances could be presented of men in high place such as General 
.Montgomery C. Meigs, quartermaster general of the United States, who 
made a fine record of supplying the army with the strictest honesty so far 
as the activities of his office were concerned. Secretary Chase of the treasury 
department is another example of an official who refused to use the war 
for personal gain; and, to take the case of one of the leading businessmen, 
mention may he made of W. H. AspinwaU of New York City, who sent to 
the government a check for over $25,000 as his portion of the profit ob- 
tained on arms purchased by Howland and AspinwaU for the war depart- 
ment.* The question of private profits during the war involves so many 
thousands of instances that generalization is difficult. The facts that seem 
to stand out are that the sy stem in vogue as to governmental transactions 
with private firms permitted "legitimate” profits out of all proportion to 

4 June 21, 1864. 

* Ann. C)C., 186s, 349. 

4 Statement of David A. Wells in 1866, quoted in Rhodes, V, 273 n. 

* Offie. Rec., 1 ser., XXII, pt 1, 130. 

* Ann. Cjc., 1863, 199. 

* Moore, Krlcll. Rec. (Diarf), V, 41. (But see N. Y. Herald, July 10, 1862.5 
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service rendered; that lobbying for government business was very active 
in Washington, being indulged in by public men of high respectability; 
and that downright swindling was a serious evil which took many diaboli- 
cal forms. All this, of course, is consistent with the further generalization 
that the nation's business in the mass, public and private, was performed 
with honesty. As to the record of the Lincoln administration J. F. Rhodes 
has pointed out that the country had “an honest man for President and 
honest men at the heads of the departments”; that the extent of corrup- 
tion, bad as it was, has been “much exaggerated”; and that “Of men high 
in administrative office after the resignation of Cameron, [he had] discov- 
ered only one implicated in dishonest transactions— one of the Assistant 
Secretaries of War.” 9 


It does not appear from general statistics that crime was on the in- 
crease the country over during the war; ‘ but if one turns from statistics 
to contemporary comment in metropolitan centers he finds many state- 
ments comparable to that of a New York newspaper in 1864 in which it 
was asserted that crimes recently committed in that city "would shock a 
congregation in Pandemonium.” The writer went on to specify cold- 
blooded murders, revolting atrocities, burglaries, and attempted assassina- 
tions, and concluded that a few good city missionaries were needed, "even 

tr* r ? 'T'V* raffle f0r them ” 2 Crooked politicians protected 
vice drunken brawls were common; concert saloons were scenes of de- 
bauchery, and prostitution was flagrant both in the cities and in the vicinity 
of army camps. ” 

While the ugly face of war was disgustingly visible, and while as Lin- 
oln said, Every foul bird [came] abroad, and every dirty reptile rrosel 
up, another side of the picture was manifest in the humanitarian enter- 
prise and welfare activity of the time. The Union government itself de- 
voted far greater attention to the hospitalization and general car f die 
troops than in former wars; but the burden was too great for the govern- 

dent and secretary w n 11 , ' Uncle r its public-spirited presi- 

aent ana secretary (H. W. Bellows and Frederick Law Olmsted^ the com- 

““ comfort of the It ma y le r= ga ,de of°t 


during the Civil War, 305. 


9 Rhodes, V, 219-221 

- F! tC ,‘, Soclal a ”d Industrial Conditions 
* N. Y. Herald, Feb. 27, 1864. 

J Ibid., Jan. 5, 1864. 

4 Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 500. 

soldiers during the CiTtVa™ wounded 
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Red Cross; and like the later and more famous organization its ministra- 
tions were not confined to one (lag. Many a Southern soldier left on the 
battlefield without surgeon, medicine, food, or nurse was supplied and 
eared for by Northern merev through the work of the commission. Contri- 
butions to the commission were voluntary systematic drives being con- 
ducted to obtain funds, chiefly by "sanitary fairs” in the cities. At the fair 
in Chicago in September, 1863, the sum of $7S,ooo was raised; at Brook- 
lyn in October, 1864, the sum of $400,000; at New York in December, 
1863, $1,000,000. Private funds for soldier relief were also raised by 
relief associations formed by workers who agreed to set aside regular por- 
tions of their wages, and by clubs, ballrooms, and theaters which gave 
benefit performances. Many private hospitals were opened for the admis- 
sion of sick and wounded soldiers; and with their volunteer nurses they 
greatly supplemented the work of government hospitals. Not only did the 
commission lend those who suffered casualties; its work extended to sol- 
diers generally and served to supply comforts which army regulations did 
not offer. Supplementing the welfare work of the Sanitary Commission was 
the Christian Commission, a project of the Young Men’s Christian Associa- 
tions, which provided religious ministration (though this function was 
more regularly performed by army chaplains), distributed Bibles, offered 
various forms of diversion to relieve the ennui of camp life, supplied maga- 
zines, and sent soldiers' money home to families. 

5 

The shaping and distorting of opinion during the war was partly the 
work of voluntary propagandist groups and partly the inevitable product of 
war psychology. As to official propaganda, i.c., governmental utilization of 
the press, platform, tlicater, and the like for the dissemination of stereo- 
typed ideas and interpretations, it was not steadily and regularly practiced 
by the authorities either of Richmond or of Washington, except in the at- 
tack upon opinion abroad. Both the United States and the Confederate 
States did have their regular propaganda service for the influencing of for- 
eign sentiment. The work of Hotze and of the Index for the Southern 
cause will be noted in the next chapter. As for the United States, the Lin- 
coln government sent in the fall of 1861 a propaganda commission to Eu- 
rope for the purpose, as Frederic Bancroft has stated, of "trying to influence 
the two great governments [England and France] by bringing the press 
and the clergy, and then the people, to a correct understanding of the 
causes and purposes of the Civil War." 1 For this commission it was de- 
sired to have men of high distinction and character. It was at first intended 
to send Edward Everett, J. P. Kennedy, Archbishop Hughes of the Roman 
Catholic Church, Bishop Mcllvaine of the Protestant Episcopal Church, 
and Robert C. Winthrop. Not all these men accepted service, however; 

v Bancroft, Seward, II, 220. 
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and the mission actually sent consisted of Archbishop Hughes, Bishop 
Mcllvaine, and Thurlow Weed. Mcllvaine was to make his appeal to the 
English clergy; the Archbishop was to win the support of the Papacy, of 
Napoleon, and of other Catholic rulers; Weed was to labor with journalists 
and public leaders in order to counteract Confederate journalistic enter- 
prise abroad. The arrival of the mission coincided with the Trent affair; 
and when Weed published in The Times of London a long conciliatory 
comment on the affair, he managed to put in a suggestion as to a protracted 
paper negotiation which did not suit English taste. Nevertheless Charles 
Francis Adams the younger, in commenting on Weed, speaks of his “rare 
tact, shrewd judpnent, and quick insight into men,” and declares that he 
was useful both in Great Eritain and on the Continent. As to other emis- 
saries he was less enthusiastic. "These emissaries [writes Adams] were of 
tour . . . types: (i) the roving diplomat, irregularly accredited by the 
State Department; (2) the poaching diplomat, accredited to one govern- 
ment, but seeking a wider field of activity . . . ; (3) the volunteer diplo- 
mat, not accredited at all . . . ; and (4) the special agent, sent out bv 
some department . . . [for] a particular object.” As examples of the last- 
named group the navy department had sent J. M. Forbes and W. H. 

Sw 1 M° r y r Tn in EngIand in 18635 and f °r other specific ob- 
jects W. M. Evarts and Robert J. Walker were sent to England. Such 

ZwlT':- Wh ° WCre , adcllcte 1 cl t0 dle columns of the Times,’ in which 

su p “ iodici,,iy '" ■ *>■= ****** ***** 

At home, instead of govemmentally directed propaganda, the beating 

ma smeednr ^ T* t0ok fen*. uK 

^sS r rr° mm ° n 3 S ° me of them were enorn i°us affairs. 

tions of Edwar 1 F TfT 13086(1 fr ° m the polished and cultured 
S “ r the ra r gs of Pa — Brownlow of Tennessee, 

occasion^ if? “““ inveCtive and who ™ared on one 
" e , r ? elS h3d been ddven Iike tha scriptural hogs into 

both ”"’ Amo n roth an r e n 7 ht , C0 ™ ° n ’ and we w °uld lick them 
Phillips H \V P PP rh SPe w rS v f 0 r Wh ° m mudl Was heard were Wendell 
American nronens EmtS ' and Andrew Johnson. With the 
clubs should snrinJ ' ° f ° r . 8aniZati0n jt was inevitable that propaganda 
[ Ininn I 8 existence; and of these the best known was the 

Union League. Beginning in Philadelphia in November 1862 the League 

movement spread to New York and IWt-nr, c„ ’ 18 , me League 

Washington, and San Francisco, \tfith n a y L r n ha'd P ' ? 

eighteen Nnrtbnm cf-t 1 . , , , n a year it had not only spread over 

ot the South Primarily mde itS ap P earance among the Unionists 

booth. Primarily the League was a rallying point for citizen-support 

- C I F. Adams, Charles Francis Adams, 353-354. 
publican Union. N.'y. aUSpiCCS of the Yoi “g Men's Re- 
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of the Union cause. Masses of war literature were distributed; money was 
raised for soldier relief; recruiting of both white and Negro troops was 
promoted; and leadership of voluntary effort in an emergency was assumed, 
as in Pennsylvania at the time of the Gettysburg campaign. At the very 
beginning, however, and increasingly as time passed, the efforts of the 
League were chiefly "political," the very word “Union,” denoting the cause 
of the Northern people, having been appropriated by a party. It was active 
in support of Governor Curtin as against Judge Woodward in Pennsyl- 
vania in 1863, and of Lincoln against McClellan in 1864. After the war 
its main motive was to combat the policies of President Johnson, whom it 
had helped to elect, and to function as an adjunct of the Radical wing of 
the Republican party. 

Propaganda activity in the North appeared also in the work of the 
Loyal Publication Society of New York and of a similar society in New 
England. The New York society, under the leadership of Charles King 
and Francis Lieber, raised $30,000 during the three years of its existence, 
published ninety pamphlets "noteworthy on the whole for their logical 
approach and careful moderation,” and distributed 900,000 documents. 
Frank Freidel has showed how its efforts were directed toward key groups 
in the North. “Especial appeals were made to Midwesterners, New Eng- 
landers, and New Yorkers; farmers, merchants, and bankers; Catholics 
and Protestants; people proud of their American ancestry, and recent Ger- 
man, Irish, and French immigrants. Even women were the Subject of an 
especial appeal." 4 Such organizations, by their distribution of printed mat- 
ter, “determined the content of [newspaper] editorials" and "rendered an 
important service to the maintenance of Northern morale." 5 It may also be 
said that the sanitary Fairs, bond selling campaigns, and recruiting drives 
served as mediums for war propaganda. 

In the poetry of the war the motifs of intolerance, vengeance, and self- 
righteous hate of the Gott strafe variety, were plaj cd up in repetitious and 
undistinguished scribblings. To spare the reader, only a very few samples 
will be given to illustrate the type: 

Avenge thou Massachusetts* gore. 

That stains the name of Baltimore, 


I herewith petition the "powers that be,” 

To give Davis and his followers, all, 

A deep grave reception — a home quite as free 
As Satan had after his fall. 


Chieftains! our hearts beat high, in haste 
To plunge the rebel heart! 

* Freidel, "The Loyal Publication Society: A Pro-Union Propaganda Agency," 
At.V.HJL, XXVI, 364 (Dec.. 1939). 

* Cole, IrreptcuAU Conflict, 334. 
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Who could not glory in the deed 
To drive them to death’s mart? 

We have Butterfield the daring, and we’ve Martindale the cool: 

Where could we learn the art of war within a better school? 

Add Morell to the list of names, and we must all agree, 

We have the finest general in the army of the free. 6 

In the public drives for recruits the call of country was mingled with 
appeals to divers other motives. Pride of race was invoked as in a New York 
advertisement in which Irishmen, whose enlistment in the Phoenix regi- 
ment, Corcoran Zouaves, was sought, were urged to give their ‘‘patronage’’ 
to such good and true officers as Murphy, O’Reilly, Sullivan, and O’Rourke. 1 
Throughout the recruiting campaigns there was constant emphasis on the 
bounty element. It is significant that in 1862, before the national draft 
was started, the city council of Buffalo appropriated $80,000 in order to 
give a bounty of $75 to each recruit;* Boston appropriated $300,000 
C$100 to each volunteer); 8 Hartford in town meeting appropriated 
$100,000 for aiding soldier families and for promoting enlistments; 10 and 
the board of supervisors of Rensselaer County, New York, voted $75,000 
as bounty money to be paid to enlisted men with the object of avoiding a 
draft in the county. 11 In Orleans County in the same state a cow was given 
to the wife of every married man who enlisted. 12 Meanwhile Northern 
newspapers reported Southern opinion of Northern recruits and of the 
reluctance of Northern men “to go on an aggressive war against a people 
who only ask to be let alone. . . .” 13 Newspapers also carried such notices 
as the following: "Those wishing to avoid being drafted can be informed 
the way to do so by addressing, enclosing $5, Counseller, box 149 Herald 
office.’’ 14 Or the following: “I have engaged for myself and friends more 
substitutes than we shall require, and will assign, to a reliable . . . party, 
who is willing to pay $100 in advance and $150 more if he is drafted, a 
first rate substitute . . . who will doubtless be accepted when offered.” 15 

6 These random samples are from Moore, Rebellion Record (Poetry and Inci- 
dents), V, 20; VI, 12, t3, 14. The one which blazons the glories of Butterfield, 
Martindale, and Morell is the division song of Porter’s division, Army of the 
Potomac. The songs that have a rollicking, semi-humorous camp flavor are the most 
pardonable of the wartime output. The great mass of it is intolerable drivel. See 
Moore, passim, for hundreds of examples. 

I N. V. Herald, July 2, r862. 

* Ibid., July 9, r862. 

* Ibid., July r;, 1862. 

10 I bid., July 20, 1862. 

II I bid., Aug. 20, 1862. 

11 Ibid., Aug. r, 1862. 

13 Ibid., July 30, r862 (reprinted from Richmond Enquirer, July 2s). 

14 Ibid., Aug, 22, 1862. 

15 Ibid., Aug. 23, 1862. 



ENLISTMENTS IN THE UNION ARMY AND NAVY 


Connecticut 

Maine 

Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 


NEW ENGLAND STATES 



New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 


Dakota 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Indian Nation 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Nebraska 

Ohio 

Wisconsin 


MIDDLE STATES 



NORTHWEST AND MIDDLE WEST 




BORDER STATES 


UPPER SOUTHERN STATES 


California ■ 

Colorado 1 

Nevada » 

New Mexico l 

Oregon • 

Washington • 

Delaware 1 

Kentucky 9 

Maryland ■ 

Missouri ■ 

West Virginia I 

Dist. of Columbia ■ 

Arkansas ■ 

North Carolina I >■'“ 

Tennessee ««i 

LOWER SOUTHERN STATES 

Alabama I «■* 

Louisiana I ,J! * 

Mississippi *«» legend: 

Texas I'-*** * Too small for chart 

note: Though including some Negroes, the above table omits 99,337 colored 
troops not credited upon state quotas. Enlistments as sailors ana marines (in' 
eluded in tbe state figures given above) aggregated 105,963. Of this total, Massa- 
chusetts supplied 19,983. New York 39,9X0, and Pennsylvania 14,307. 

Total enlistments: a, 778,304. There were many more "enlistments” than in- 
dividual soldiers. 

Source: War of the Rebellion ... Official Records, 3 see., IV, 1269—1270. 
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President Lincoln s activity in promoting morale and winning support 
for his administration did not take the form of deliberate propaganda ef- 
forts; nor was there any organized “White House publicity." His typical 
manner of speaking to his public was by a well-timed letter to an individ- 
ual, delegation, or group, which was in reality intended for the nation’s 
ear. His August, 1863, letter to the unconditional Union men at Spring- 
field, Illinois, his reply to Governor Seymour declining to suspend the 
draft, and his correspondence with Greeley concerning emancipation re- 
veal Lincolns pithy, epigrammatic style and common-sense reasoning at 
their best. On the rare occasions during the war when Lincoln made public 
addresses, he sought to unite the Northern people upon the fundamental 
principles for which the conflict was being fought. His brief address on 
November 19, 1863, at the dedication of the national cemetery at Gettys- 
burg is a model of clear, subtle Lincolnian prose which gave meaning to 
the seemingly senseless carnage of war: 


Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought forth on this conti- 

alTLnT T.’ C ° nC f ed in Libert y< “d dedicated to the proposition that 
all men are created equal. 

anv na°Hn We ^ * 8r f at dvil tes «”S whether that nation, or 

3nd ‘° d * dicated - can endure. We are met on a 

as a final rest" °i "T’ 6 C ° me l ° decbc ate a portion of that field, 

five IH aWlf fiiH 0r f Wh ° gaVC thdr lives that that nati ° n "light 
five. It is altogether fitting and proper that we should do this 

cnno 'hTllL T-rTr ean not con,ecrate-»e 

can not hallow-this ground. The brave men, living and dead who strueeled 

Si ,r“r d ‘V" sbove ° ar p "" 

foSiSevdidL™' we sa, hete. but it can never 

the unfinished wort wW h ti! ° f if ^ ^ vin8, rat ^ er > to be dedicated here to 
me unnmshecl work which they who foueht herp Rq VP e U1 A 

vanced. It is rather for us to be here defeated to T /“ ° nM ? ^ 

before us-that from these honored dead we ahe in^eaTed 1 /T'T! 

cause for which they gave the last f„ll J increased devotion to that 

highly resolve that these dead shall no halTdZ i devot,on - that we here 
under God, shall have a new birth of freedom^ ^ V , aln_that this nation > 
people, b, .be people, for ,b. people, shell n„, petS.fl' "» 


Newspapers in the North in wartime were a. a r 
ducted according the purpose, and pted ke, .„s .ErTdt™ 
pnekts. and dte ettten, o£ dteit activity was enonn.tf 
Lincoln, Collected Works, VII 2? Fnr 1 r 

dress, see ibid., VII, 17-22. On the acmal defivcry of th/s . hi * e Gettysburg ad 
reactions to it, see William E Birtnn r; i ^ ^ tins ddress and contemporar 
dall, Lincoln kc Preside", II, I ' ’ and ^ Ran 

Nation for the myth, so often repeated thit th U ^ be notcd ^ at ^cre is no foun 
temporaries. See Randall, op. cit II, $11-312° SpCCC ^ wa5 unappreciated by. con 
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Union was the heyday of the special reporter. OnJy occasional, as under 
Sherman's orders, were journalists excluded from military areas; ordinarily 
they were made welcome and given special privileges. Government passes 
were extended to them. They had the use of government horses and wagons; 
they were given transportation with baggage on government steamers and 
military trains. Enjoying the confidence of admirals and army com- 
manders, they were seldom at a loss to obtain the information they desired. 
They heard an immense deal of officers’ talk and could pick up, along 
with casual chatter, snatches of military intelligence. One of the Herald 
correspondents had a pass which entitled him "to accompany naval expedi- 
tions in any staff capacity to which the commanders might appoint him 
provided they did not interfere with the regulations of the Navy." At 
Antietam a special Tribune writer carried several of Hookers messages and 
orders. We read of correspondents writing from the battlefield, entering 
the service as nurses or signal officers, adopting clever ruses to evade guards 
or outwit rivals, or eavesdropping on secret conversations. 

Despite the increased cost of newspaper reporting and publishing, the 
leading papers kept their staffs regularly with the armies and were lavish 
in their expenditures, which in the case of the New York Herald amounted 
to half a million dollars for its "war department.” Regularly the Northern 
papers reprinted items from the South, for Southern newspapers reached 
them by various methods. They were obtained by spies, found in deserted 
Southern camps, sent by generals, or regularly transmitted by the Adams 
Express Company or the American Letter Express Company . 1 The censor- 
ing function, while not absent, was never carried very far by the govern- 
ment For a time this function was exercised by the state department; then 
it was transferred to the war department; but at no time did it amount to 
more than a rather ineffectiv e effort to prevent leakage of official informa- 
tion which the government wished to keep secret and the supervision of 
telegraphic communication which was under government control. 

The best proof of governmental leniency in news control vv as the con- 
tinual publication of all sorts of matter harmful to the government and un- 
friendly to the Lincoln administration. Such papers as the World , Journal 
of Commerce, and Daily News of New York, the Chicago Times, and the 
Columbus (Ohio) Crisis regularly indulged in various attacks upon the 
Lincoln government, while more friendly papers engaged in practices 
harmful to the government and the cause. They printed casualty lists at 
length; revealed the composition, location, and destination of military 
units; gave information as to preparations for military and naval expedi- 
tions; indicated the place of rendezvous of supply vessels; and in fact 
functioned almost as Confederate spies within the Union lines. It was Lee’s 

v Postal communication between the North and South was discontinued and 
the carrying o£ letters prohibited; but orders to this effect were evaded by various 
means. McM aster, Lincoln’s Administration, 158 ff. 
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regular practice to peruse the Northern newspapers; and his confidential 
dispatches of the time indicate many items of valuable information which 
he obtained from them.- In addition to revealing military information the 
papers hurt the cause by undermining confidence in some of the best gen- 
erals, who were wary of reporters, puffing the reputations of others less 
worthy who courted the press, peddling camp gossip, reporting the irre- 
sponsible talk of disgruntled officers, describing an army as a rabble of 
ruffians, sowing discontent among commanders, predicting military events, 
and keeping up such a clamor for “action" as to bring on ill-advised and 
disastrous engagements. 

O ne ma Y speak of the Northern papers as instruments of propaganda 
chiefly in the sense that they disseminated the opinions and thought pat- 
terns of this or that group, depending upon the management of the paper, 
as a rule uninfluenced by governmental pressure or restraint. As to propa- 
gandizing for a political party, American papers during the Civil War acted 

nnr * i 6 ^! ^ * 1 p 11 ” 0rma ^ times> Such propaganda is a regular and 
normal feature of the American press. Naturally the papers of the war 

LTi n ”m, P TV"‘ P ° f ' hl! I “ miC “ lar 8»»PS which they repre- 
becomi ' ? 1 "“,‘ hey C0 ”“ lned expressions of the war mind which 

which becomes evident on Mhomu^stady of'swrceJh'thTthe'pr^wS 

« tss™ rd y d ot r rr eM 

most diverse shades of opinion found f rP ! a government organ. The 
newspaper activity was SS" 

i Stt e a ” d Vi ‘“ P “ ati °"' The Vork W ™d ” 

which, as the editor said, the country was gove'rnX'S ' n^V^W) 7 v 
News, apropos of a reported case nf u ’ ^ le ^ ew York Daily 

cruits, declared: “This^var is ranidlv d dm8 ^ 3 Surgeon examining re- 

Republican thirst for blood appears^ hT 8 ^ 5 barbarism - The Black 
ings of the people c n P Jl i 3Ve brutabze d aB the better feel- 

people So deeply are we becoming enslaved and bru- 

S> FrCeman ^ ^Whiney, eds., W, Dispatches, 5 x, « 3 , 

co « *! New York Times, asking for a re- 
typical. Lincoln, Collected Works, V, 1 53 anotiler article ’ ’ was exceptional, not 
* See above, pp. 307-308. 

5 Editorial, N. Y. World, Feb. 7, 1863. 
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talizcd by the terms of Mr. Lincoln's 'military necessity’ that the whole 
country docs not [demand] . . . punishment of the w retches who could 
practice such a system of Russian cruelty on a free-born American." * At 
the time of Lincoln's second inaugural the Chicago Times did not "con- 
ceive it possible that even Mr. Lincoln could produce a paper so slip- 
shod, . so puerile, not alone in literary construction, but in its ideas, 
its sentiments, its grasp.” "By the side of it, [added the editor] mediocrity 
is superb."’ Such extracts, when read today, have significance chiefly as 
evidence that criticism of the government and its rulers, even to the point 
of coarse vituperation, n as permitted. These instances arc taken from anti - 
abolitionist papers; but it must also be remembered that much was endured 
from the abolitionists as well. 

Abolition propaganda was dangerous to the Union cause in that it 
threatened to alienate border-state and conservative Northern sympathy; 
but despite this danger it was allowed to run its course. So also with the 
literature of defeatism. The government not only tolerated the holding of 
mass meetings and printing of numerous articles to protest against the con- 
tinuation of the war, the President treated the leading exponents of these 
views with respect, and by passes through the lines and other assistance 
the government facilitated their self-inspired efforts to conduct negotia- 
tions and bring peace. In a large sense the press of the country, as well as 
other instruments of publicity, was but the reflection of sentiment. The 
best antidote was not governmental repression; because it was realized that 
such repression in a community hostile to the administration would only 
aggravate the evil by directing sympathy to victims of governmental in- 
justice, whereas in a community friendly to the administration the people 
themselves took care of the situation by banishing, worrying, or doing vio- 
lence to unpopular editors.* Sometimes, indeed, the government might 
scire a newspaper not to suppress it but to protect it from popular wrath; 
and it may be said in general that the public authorities did far less than 
enthusiastic Union men of the time would have wished in controlling the 
press. When the situation is viewed in the large it appears that die govern- 
ment neither forced nor suppressed sentiment.* 

* Editorial, N. Y. IXiifr Nm, Aug. at, 1864. 

* Editorial, Chkago Tints, Mar. 6, iB6j. 

* for numouii instance* of spontaneous pepufar sso/ence a jam it newspapers. 
Me Ann. Cyc., 1S64, J9J-J94- 

* For conditions pcitalnmc to the recruitment and aJrnlrmtraLioa 1 1 the arm 7, 
see abosr, pp. 110-119; fee other Northern ptoLlctns during the «ii, see pp. 
aa? tf., 174 if , 49) ff, J40 ff. 



CHAPTER 2.9 

The Failure of Cotton Diplomacy 


A FTER the settlement of the affair of the rams in September-October, 

latl ° ns K be ‘ ween thc United States and Great Britain moved more 

Z d y *^ d r by f 6 S T me t0kGn thG Confederac y became increasingly dis- 
pleased with London In retrospect it appears that the year 1863 marked 

a definite turn m the American question abroad; and it is at least an inter- 

suppcLtTf Co Tl ** ° f ^ effort t0 obtain Parliamentary 

victorv or rmll 777™ Came simult aneously with the double 

ffissr, “r t™": 

siting Napoleon III, who granted them various encouraging interviews. 1 
™ i e “Tr ,T 30, .863. .he Conwir; don 
Z tlZ to 1 1 ZT R ” bU u Ck Ur8 ' d i” 1 ”* rec0 E n 'd°n by England 

from France'dicTembct’s vlracif y °w “calle'nT'" 1 " hS<1 b “" re “‘ ,ed 
continued a diffimltv t y , s , ed lnt ° question. As the debate 

lh= Confederacy, some of ‘tT^rif 
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whereupon Palmerston delivered a stinstafr^^ ltS *7°* CJuly I3) ; 
diplomat. rebuke to the self-employed 

The full effect of Roebuck^ effnrfc v»ori u r 

South. Caricatured by Punch as "Don R t be£n f 3 * fr ° m hel P ful t0 the 
□y nwcn as Don Roebucco, the smallest man ‘in the 

1 Joint recognition by Enplind r- 
Frcnch recognition, was the proposal urged 
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House.’ " * this gentleman, whom Henry Adams described as “rather more 
than three-quarters mad,” offended “genuine sons of John Bull” by talking 
to the House of Commons “in a French sense”; in so doing he only suc- 
ceeded in diverting attention from the problem of intervention to one of 
veracity as betvv een himself and the Emperor.* 


In their efforts to win popular sympathy and combat Northern propa- 
ganda, the Confederates had established such agencies of publicity as their 
resources would permit English writers were employed in the newspaper 
and magazine field; spokesmen in Parliament were sought; pamphlets and 
books were published and freely distributed; news agencies were presented 
with prepared material; and a special newspaper, the Index, was set up by 
the chief Confederate propaganda agent, Henry Hotze. Through these 
channels, and through the uttcrings of Southern diplomats, foreign readers 
were advised of the unconquerable strength of the Confederate cause. It 
was pointed out that the Confederacy comprised “13 separate and sover- 
eign States," with 870,610 square miles of territory and twelve millions 
of population.* The historical background of the Southern movement, the 
confederate nature of the Union, the legal right of secession, were duly 
elaborated. The vastness of the South, its enormous stretches of arable 
land, its advantages of soil, rivers, minerals, and climate, were stressed, 
and its attractiveness as a market for European goods was emphasized. The 
cardinal importance of cotton was shown by impressive statistics. Confed- 
erate military strength was emphasized; Southern victories were featured; 
Union victories denied or disparaged. The perfidy and hypocrisy of the 
Lincoln government were exhibited; and incidents such as Butler's "woman 
order” C misunderstood in Europe) were represented as typical and as if 
directed from Washington. The United States in general was stigmatized 
as “a country, if it deserves to be so called, which is capable of committing 
the most unscrupulous atrocities . . . ; a country that is a reproach 
to . . . civilization. . . Slavery was given little attention; but the 
ideals of self-government, resistance to oppression, and independence were 
presented as the issues at stake. The impossibility of conquering the South 
was constantly pointed out. The sections were represented as psychologi- 

* A reproduction at the Punch cartoon appears in A Cycle of A Jams LetUrt. 

II, 48. 

* A Cycle of AJami Letter*. II, 40-4}- (It appears that Roebuck correctly re- 
ported Napoleon's readiness to join Eaclmd In aetion favorable to the South; hut 
the Emperor's failure to send official confirmation of the report served to diacredit 
the whole Roebuck effort. E. D. Adams, II, 1 71 S.) 

> Southern statistics cLffered fa the various accounts at to population, terri- 
tory. and number of states. These fijyre* sppear in a letter of J. M- Mason to Earl 
Russell. July 44 , 1864. Offr. Rec. (Nav.), i set. III. joo. 
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cally incompatible. Sometimes the arguments in this field included expres- 
sions by Southern leaders as to essential terms to be insisted on m the mak- 
ing of peace and conditions that would follow when independence had 
been achieved. It was stated that no peace could be accepted without in- 
cluding within tire Confederate States the commonwealths of Maryland, 
Kentucky, and Missouri and the territories of New Mexico and Arizona. 
Again it was brought out that, after independence, the "Northern 
States . . . must be to us henceforth as though they were without a place 
upon the earth’s surface. ... Let the Northern shipowners starve . . . 
rather than allow them to convey one pound of our staples to Europe. . . . 
In this manner we shall wield an overpowering and humiliating influence 
over them.” Mindful of foreign resentment against filibustering in the past, 
the Southerners were careful to state that, once independence was 
achieved, there would be no wish for foreign territory; schemes of expan- 
sion would disappear; and, moreover, the “balance of power” in North 
America would be assured. 2 

A fundamental motive in Southern diplomacy was reliance upon the 
economic magic of “King Cotton.” Confident of the commanding impor- 
tance of the cotton industry upon which nearly five million people in Eng- 
land were dependent, an industry which “appeared to underlie the whole 
industrial and economic system of Great Britain,” 3 the Southerners ele- 
vated the King Cotton theory to an importance comparable to that of the 
state-rights doctrine, and "King Cotton became a cardinal principle upon 
which all the men who were to lead the South out of the Union and to 
guide its destiny through the Civil War were almost unanimously agreed.” 
David Christy had argued the controlling importance of cotton as a factor 
in international affairs in his book Cotton Is King: or Slavery in the Light 
of Political Economy O855), and Owsley shows how the “phrase was soon 
on every tongue” when in i860 there appeared another volume under die 
awkward title Cotton Is King and Pro-slavery Arguments, comprising 
Christy’s book widr a collection of arguments by various Southern writers 
in defense of slavery. 4 The subject was naturally taken up by DeBow in 
his Review; and the well-known doctrine took its place as one of the ortho- 
dox thought patterns of the Southland. 

This belief in the wizardry of quick results from cotton control pro- 
duced what has been called an "attempt at economic coercion” in the 
Southern cotton embargo of r86i. Eager to translate economic theory into 
solid fact the advocates of the embargo sought to obtain an embargo law by 
the Confederate Congress; but they failed to obtain any effective legisla- 
tion. The problem was dierefore handled as a matter of state law and even 
more of public agitation, reinforced by extralegal pressure from citizen 

2 Ibid ., 410, 333, 406-407, 474. 

3 Owsley, 6. 

* Ibid ., 17, 15. 
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committees. The extraordinary difficult! of getting lotion out of Southern 
ports in 1861 justified in port the Southern representations abroad that an 
"air-tight embargo" on the export of cotton had been put into effect. In 
addition there was a widespread effort of Southerners to cut down the 
supply by restricted planting and even by deliberate burning of cotton as a 
patriotic duty. As a result of this campaign only “about a million and a half 
bales were produced [in 1862] as compared with four and a half million 
for 1 86 1.” * 

Against the Union blockade of the South the Confederates made con- 
stant complaint. It was urged that the blockade hurt both the South and 
Europe and was therefore 3 major grievance, since by the Southern inter- 
pretation it was illegal. On the other hand this very illegality depended 
upon the contention that the blockade was ineffectne; and on this basis 
the Confederate leaders accused the Lincoln government of using a dis- 
credited weapon — a "paper blockade" — while tlicv also upbraided Euro- 
pean governments for supporting the blockade by considering it regular, 
recognizing it in international law, and submitting when European vessels 
were caught and condemned for its violation. 

On this point of ineffectiveness the Confederates presented impressive 
data. Secretary Benjamin, referring to the situation at the outset of the 
war, stated that the United States was operating the blockade with an 
average of one ship for every three hundred miles of coast. He estimated 
that Charleston was conducting in 1863 an annual foreign trade of 
$2 1, 000, 000, whereas in 1858 its annual commerce had amounted to 
less than $ J 9,000,000. lie added that steamers operated by the Confeder- 
ate ordnance bureau bad made forty-four voyages through the blockade 
between January and September, 1863, without 3 single loss by capture. 
Protesting against international recognition of a blockade that guarded 
"seven ports” over an extent of three thousand miles of coast with "189 
openings,” he sharply criticized the "contradictory” statements of the Brit- 
ish foreign office on the matter, suggesting that Britain had "some uncon- 
fessed interest" in the continuance of the blockade.* 

The blockade was, in fact, "far from a completely effective measure." ’ 
The Confederates smuggled in vast supplies of "food, boots, buttons, cloth 
for uniforms, thread, stockings, civilian clothrs, medicines, drugs, salt, 
boiler iron, shoes, steel, copper, zinc, and chemicals.” * More important, 
the South was able to import much of its firearms, artdlery, and ammuni- 
tion from Europe. The most careful student of the subject concludes that 

* I bid., 23, 46. 

* O/pc. flee. (Nay.), 2 scr., Ill, 884-886. 

* Frank E. Vandiver, ed., Confederate Blockade Running through Ber- 
muda, xli. 

a Daniel O'Flaherty, "The Blockade That Failed," Am. Heritage, VI, 40 (Aug., 
*955)- 
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“All told, . . . 260,000 to 330,000 or more stand of small-arms were 
imported by the Confederacy.” 0 Surprisingly few of the blockade-runners 
were seized by the Union fleet. One vessel, the Kate, "chalked up 44 trips 
through the blockade.” Owsley summarizes as follows : “It seems from all 
the evidence that the captures ran about thus: 1861, not more than 1 in 
10; 1862, not more than 1 in 8; 1863, not more than 1 in 4; 1864, not 
more than 1 in 3 ; 1865, . . . 1 in 2. This is an average for the war of 
about 1 capture in 6.” 10 

As to profits of blockade-running it has been shown that the receipts of 
the Banshee No. 2 for one trip amounted to £85,000, and that two suc- 
cessful trips would serve to compensate the owners for the loss of the vessel 
on the third. 11 

It was but natural that Benjamin should denounce such a blockade 
as a fictitious affair; while Owsley concludes that Lincoln, to “gain a doubt- 
ful advantage,” "flew in the face of all American precedents” and “vitiated 
the principles in the Declaration of Paris. . . .” 12 In answer to all this 
it has been maintained on the Union side that the cargoes brought in were 
"not such as either to disprove the efficiency of the blockade or to supply 
the needs of the Confederacy.” 13 Statistics which emphasize the number 
of blockade-runners that succeeded as compared to those that were lost 
do not tell the whole story. It should be remembered that the Civil War 
blockade-runner was a small specialized ship of low hull and light con- 
struction, and that few vessels of the type that bore the bulk of ocean com- 
merce were concerned in the traffic. The full effect of the blockade is to 
be measured not merely in terms of the stoppage of blockade-runners, but 
even more in terms of the many large ships that did not even attempt to 
brave the blockading squadrons. The facts that Confederate cruisers did 
not have access to their own ports, that Southern-bound cargoes were cap- 
turable anywhere on the ocean, and that great dependence was placed 
upon neutral ports such as Nassau and Matamoros are significant of the 
power of the blockade. It is to be noted that English importations of cotton 
dropped heavily during 1861 and 1862 and that, as L. B. Schmidt has 
pointed out, the Union blockade “threatened the English manufacturers 
with a cotton famine.” 14 


One may conclude that, while allowing extensive evasion, the imper- 
fect blockade was a solid factor in Northern sea power which increased in 

and G — 

10 Owsley, 244, 261. 

11 Rhodes, V, 401. 

12 Owsley, 267. 

13 Bancroft, Seward, II, 375. 
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strength as the war progressed and which came well within Earl Russell's 
definition by being "sufficient to create an evident danger” where attempts 
were made to enter Confederate ports. To put the case in different words, 
it did not comport with Russell’s definition of an ineffective blockade as 
one "sustained by a notoriously inadequate force.” 11 

3 

In the diminishing prospects of the Confederacy abroad after the sum- 
mer of 1863 one may read in part the effect of Union victory, and in part 
the breakdown of the whole economic doctrine of King Cotton. It was not 
merely that economic determinism has its limitations as an agent in na- 
tional affairs; it was also true that the cotton shortage, even at its height, 
fell short of its desired consequences in terms of foreign intervention, and 
that other economic factors entered the situation to offset the governmental 
effect of this shortage. The cotton surplus at the beginning of the war was, 
to begin with, a factor unfavorable to Southern expectations. From the 
large crops of 1858 and 1859 there was an accumulated abundance which 
would serve at least to delay the shortage, especially since excessive stocks 
of manufactured cotton goods in England were faced with depleted mar- 
kets. The shortage came, however, in 1862, so that by July of that year 
the "stock in England was only 200,000 bales as compared with 

1.200.000 in 1861; and only 70,000 bales were American as compared 
with 830,000 bales of American cotton in 1861." In 1862 and 1863 se- 
rious distress did occur because of the closing down of English cotton 
mills. By the end of 1862 it appeared that "only 121,129 of the 533,959 
operatives were working full time, . . . while 247,230 were entirely 
out of work with no prospect of employment.” In those days the loss of 
wages and the burden of poor relief were alarming. Adding those who were 
partly unemployed, those thrown out in ancillary industries, and depend- 
ents, it has been estimated that approximately two million people were 
without self-support when the "cotton famine” was at its peak at the end 
of 1862. 1 The industry picked up in 1863, however, owing to such factors 
as high prices, opening of non-American sources of supply,* and readjust- 
ment of industry to the new conditions. In December, 1863, the number 
on poor relief in England was only 180,000 as compared to 485,000 in 
December, 1862. By December, 1864, the figure had declined to 130,- 

15 Offic. Rec. (Nav.), 2 ser., Ill, 888 . 

1 Owsley, 137. 14*. 145* 

2 In discussing non-American sources of supply as an offset to the threatened 
cotton famine in England, Dr. Schmidt (op. cit., 419) shows that, while American 
importations of cotton into England decreased from 2,580.000 bales in i860 to 

72.000 in 1861, and to 132,000 in 1863, non-American importations increased 
from 785,000 bales in i860 to 1,44;, 000 in 1862, to 1,932,000 bales in 1863, 
and 2,587,000 in 1864. 



THE DIVIDED UNION 


ooo; and by May, 1865, it fell to 75,000, as compared to 48,000 in 
normal times. 3 

The pinch in cotton supply, whose effect was much less serious after 
1863, was but one of various material factors influencing the British gov- 
ernment. This very shortage in cotton gave a speculative profit to many 
mill owners who found it more profitable to hold their cotton stocks for a 
rise than to continue to operate their mills. Furthermore, the sudden end- 
ing of the war would offer an actual menace in the dumping of American 
cotton in large quantities on the market. As for the laborers, they were par- 
tially taken care of by poor relief both public and private; and in the not- 
able case of John Bright, a mill operator in Lancashire, sympathy for the 
North was combined with a willingness to bear the burden of relief in the 
care of his own workers. There were, of course, other factors than cotton 
to be considered. England had need of wheat from the North as well as of 
cotton from the South. 4 Linen and woolen industries gained at tire expense 
of cotton. English manufacturers of munitions reaped handsome profits 
from their sales to both belligerents. Certainly the men so engaged would 
not agitate for English intervention to bring the war to a close. In addition, 
tire merchant marine of England, having faced the serious menace of 
American competition in the 1850’s, was decidedly benefited by the rapid 
decline of the American merchant marine which the war brought. 

On balance, then, neither economic interest nor sympathy for the 
S th f »”8 cause Britain to align herself on the Southern 

S' 3 "'f ™ utrall, >'’ ? s M “ hK said, teas "a case of traditional 
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3 Owsley, 147. 
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that recognition of the South, with its attendant danger of war with the 
United States, might easily upset the precarious European balance of 
power and precipitate a world war. He was under no political pressure to 
intervene, for his opponents in the Conservative party, while giving "a 
detached, innocuous sympathy" to the South, had adopted their tradi- 
tional policy of neutrality with regard to the American conflict and "the 
responsible men in their party were not only extremely careful to be 
neutral in their official utterances but they exercised a restraining influence 
over the pro-Southern members of their party.” ' At the same time, Palmer- 
ston realized that intervention would badly split his own Liberal party 
and probably would topple his cabinet. 

Furthermore, it was powerfully brought home to Palmerston that the 
British national interest would best be served by declining "to press neutral 
rights to a point which might later embarrass the exercise of British sea 
power.” 7 By a remarkable stroke of fortune, the United States govern- 
ment, hitherto an ardent defender of the rights of neutrals, especially on 
the high seas, had "completely reversed its former position . . . and 
stumbled unintentionally but irrevocably upon the side of the Mistress of 
the Seas.” * Specifically, British jurisls noted that recognition of the im- 
perfect Union blockade of the South would form a useful precedent in a 
future war, whereas accepting the Confederate view of the illegality of 
such a blockade “would be to blunt in advance a weapon [Great Britain] 
might well need again.” Moreover, had England continued to outfit Con- 
federate raiders, she would have set a damaging precedent and in a future 
war might have to face the "prospect of limitless numbers of commerce- 
raiders being fitted out in American or other neutral ports.” • 

A powerful supplement to these forces working for peace was the suc- 


were suffering. Lincoln, Collected Works, VI, 63-65. But Owsley (p. 565) points 
out that such "meetings, whether pro-northern or pro-southern, were not spon- 
taneous, but were drummed up by well subsidized leaders and were frequently 
packed by the liberal use of small coin.” Moreover, since most British workers did 
not have votes, it is not clear that their voices were much heeded by the cabinet. 
It seems safe to conclude with Martin P. Claussen ("Peace Factors in Anglo Ameri- 
can Relations, 1861-1865," M.V.H.R., XXVI, 522 [Mar, 1940]): "At most Brit- 
ish labor had the same immediate goal as the shipowners who feared the ruin of 
their merchant marine [in the event of a war with the United States], Both agreed 
on the economic consequences and the economic fallacy of war, and on the neces- 
sity for peace with the Union; hut it was the commercial groups who probably had 
the ear of the government.” 

« Wilbur Devereux Jones, "The British Conservatives and the American Civil 
War," Am. Hist. Rev., LVIII, $42—543 (April, 1953). 

7 James P- Baxter, 3rd, "Some British Opinions as to Neutral Rights, t86i to 
1865," Amer. Jour, of Int. Law, XXIII, 517 (July, 1929). 

* Frank L. Owsley, "America and the Freedom of the Seas, 1861—1865,” in 
Avery O. Craven, ed , Essays in Honor of William E. Dodd, 195. 

* Beloff, op. cit., 42. 
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cess of Union arms. It is significant that the two most dangerous threats of 
European intervention came at the height of Confederate military success, 
in the early fall of 1862 and in the summer of 1863. Union victories at 
Antietam and at Gettysburg were instrumental in blunting these threats. 
Confederate envoys abroad openly admitted that such Northern successes 
could not fail to exercise an unfavorable influence on the question of 
recognition. 10 The fact that the relations of the United States with Eng- 
land were distinctly easier after the summer of 1863 was largely traceable 
to the general trend of the war from that time forward. 

So serious indeed were the difficulties between England and the Con- 
federacy in 1863 that a break came late in the year. The detention of the 
ironclads and the failure of recognition had much to do with this break; 
but another factor was an acrid controversy over the conduct and status 
of British consuls in Southern cities. These consuls-e.g., Bunch at 
Charleston, Cridland at Mobile, Moore at Richmond, and Fullerton at 
Savannah— occupied an anomalous position because of the lack of diplo- 
matic relations between England and the Confederacy. Despite the irregu- 
larity of their status their continued service within the Confederacy was 
approved; but serious quarrels had arisen not only between them and the 
-date department at Richmond, but also with state governors in the South 
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1863), by letters patent Moore’s exequatur was revoked and annulled by 
President Davis. Finally in October, 1863, President Davis expelled all 
the British consular agents from the South. In explaining this drastic ac- 
tion Secretary Benjamin referred to the “unwarrantable assumption . . . 
of jurisdiction within our territory," and to "offensive encroachment on 
the sovereignty of the Confederate States.” 11 

A study of the public papers of the Confederacy in 1862 and 1863 
reveals many a bitter comment on the attitude of England and of Europe 
generally. As early as March 8, 1862, there was introduced into the Con- 
federate Congress a resolution calling for the withdrawal of Southern com- 
missioners from England on the ground that that country declined to recog- 
nize the Confederacy.** On May 29 of the same year Mann complained 
that European neutrality did not exist and that European diplomacy was 
"notoriously one sided.” Slidell complained (July 25, 1862) that England 
had adopted "a tortuous, selfish, and time-serving policy.” Mann wrote 
(January 16, 1863) that “the conduct of the two western powers [Great 
Britain and France] toward us has been extremely shabby” and deplored 
their lack of spirit "against the arrogant pretensions of the insolent Wash- 
ington concern.” On March 19, 1863, Mason lamented bitterly that he 
had “no intercourse, unofficial or otherwise, with any member of the Gov- 
ernment’’ in England. Not long afterward (June 22, 1863) Benjamin paid 
an unwilling compliment to his Northern opponent, admitting “the sa- 
gacity with which Mr. Seward penetrated into the secret feelings of the 
British cabinet, and the success of his policy of intimidation. . . Three 
days later Mann stated that the time had come when the Confederacy could 
be indifferent to recognition.** In his message to Congress on December 8, 
1863, President Davis referred to the attitude of European nations as 
"positively unfriendly.” 15 Yet while all these evidences of Confederate dis- 
appointment were piling up. Hotze, the Confederate propagandist, was re- 
porting that in England there was “scarcely a man eminent in letters, in 
politics, or in society, who dares profess friendship for the North.” ** 

Even before the expulsion of the British consuls the Confederate gov- 
ernment had come to the decision that Mason’s mission to England ought 
(0 be terminated. On August 4, 1863, Secretary Benjamin informed him 
of the President’s desire that he consider his mission at an end. The fol- 
lowing month (September 30) be left London for Paris, having given up 
his residence and removed the diplomatic archives.* 7 

Though disappointed in specific matters of policy, such as the blockade 

1* Ibid., 789-790, 922 ff. 
n Journal, Confed. Cong., V, 71. 

i« Qffic. Ree. (Nav.), 2 ser., Ill, 440, 485, 6 s 9 , 715, 8x7-818. 
vv Journal, Confed. Cong., VI, 497. 

»« Offic. Rec. (Nav.), a scr.. Ill, 946. 

it Ibid., 852, 934- 



508 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


and the peaceful solution of the Trent affair, the Confederates were chiefly 
offended in the matter of status. Their greatest source of distress was the 
continued refusal of the European powers to recognize their official exist- 
ence. By refusing to recognize Southern independence, said President 
Davis, foreign nations gave such encouragement to the United States as 
to prolong the carnage; the historian of the future, he declared, would 
therefore be unable to absolve them from responsibility for the myriads of 
human lives needlessly sacrificed. 18 


4 

The conduct of Napoleon III touching the American question had been 
of a piece with the flamboyant diplomacy of that notorious monarch. The 
Emperor’s oft-expressed sympathy with the cause of the South struck in 
part a responsive chord among the French people; but the strong antislavery 
sentiment in France, the dread of war with America, and the tendency 
to follow England’s lead worked the other way. In the sequel the caution 
of the Emperor in seeming to hedge on every action he proposed left the 
Confederates with the impression that they had been duped. As in Eng- 
land, the Confederate cause looked most hopeful in France in 1861 and 
1862. Napoleon gave support to England in the Trent affair; and the 
French cabinet “formed a group of propagandists for the recognition of 
the Confederacy.” 1 In July of 1862 Mason wrote on good authority that 
Napoleon was “ready and anxious" to take some step equivalent to recog- 
nition of the Southern government.'-' As early as May 14, 1862, Thouvenel, 
minister of foreign affairs, had given Slidell an interview “decidedly frank 
and cordial” which left the Southerner with the inference that, “if New 
Orleans had not been taken and we suffered no very serious reverses in 
Virginia and Tennessee, . . . recognition would very soon have been 
declared. ...” 3 Always in the French game as to the South, however, 
there loomed the question of England as well as the danger to his Mexican 
scheme should the Emperor become involved in war with the United 
States; and at all points one finds the reluctance of Napoleon to play, as 
to this matter, a lone hand. While delaying definite action the Emperor 
received Slidell with marked cordiality; and on November 10, 1862, 4 he 
sent to the English and French governments a proposal that these nations 
join in suggesting a six-months’ armistice accompanied by a cessation of 
the blockade. Such an offer would have been highly acceptable to the 

ls journal, Confed. Cong., VII, 251. 

' Owsley, 17 1. 

2 O/Jic. Ike. (Nav.), 2 ser., Ill, 491. 

3 Reported in Slidell s letter of May 15, 1862, to Secretary Benjamin. Ibid,, 

420. 

* November t o was the date of the formal offer. It had been indicated by pre- 
liminary conversations, howevex, and was known some time in advance. 
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South, but would have been indignantly rejected by the United States. 
To this suggestion the English government replied in the negative. 5 

Early in the next year (February 3, 1863) Mercier, French minister at 
Washington, while urging the Emperor’s sincere friendship for the United 
States, gave an offer of mediation, proposing that Union and Confederate 
representatives meet on neutral territory for the discussion of terms of 
peace.* This offer was quickly disposed of by Seward, who replied that the 
Federal government had not the least thought of giving up the war for the 
Union by such a relinquishment of its authority in the South as the peace 
conference would imply.’ In emphatic terms Seward's position was re- 
inforced by Congress when both houses joined (March 3, 1 863) in a reso- 
lution denouncing mediation as "foreign interference,” expressing regret 
for the encouragement of the "rebellion” which derived from the hope of 
foreign sympathy, and reaffirming their “unalterable purpose” to suppress 
the Southern movement.* 

Too often this mediation offer is treated by historians as if it existed 
in a vacuum; seldom does one find an adequate examination of its back- 
ground or actuating causes Now, however, it is possible on the basis of 
French archival sources compiled by Lynn M. Case to generalize reliably 
concerning French opinion on the American question. After an elaborate 
study Dr. Case writes that official reports to Paris from French provinces 
included complaints "about the suffering in French cotton and exporting 
industries caused by the American conflict,” and he adds that these com- 
plaints were accompanied by pleas for action to stop the conflict and "by 
an almost unanimous expression of sympathy for the South.” When the 
mediation project failed, writes Dr. Case, "the French public seemed 
more bitter toward England and Russia for declining to cooperate with 
France’s mediation plan than toward the United States for spurning 
France's good offices.” * When in the summer of 1863 the question of Na- 
poleon’s attitude was interjected into the Parliamentary debate in England 
as above noted, 10 the general effect, as before, was an injury to the Southern 
cause. 

The hopes of the Confederacy as to the building of warships in France 
were also disappointed, though Confederate agents had been given ample 

5 E. D. Adams, Great Britain and the American Ci vtl War, II, 6y. 

• "Whin the mediation proposal was published, it met Kith the approval of all 
parties [in France]. ... It was interpreted by the Debats as a renunciation of the 
previous proposal of an armistice. . . «” W. Reed West, Contemporary French 
Opinion on the American Cm l War, Johns Hoplins Univ. Studies in Hist, and Pol. 
Sci, ser. XLII, no i (1924). 97- 

7 McPherson, Pol. Hist, of the . . . Rebellion, 345, 

• Cong. Globe, 37 Cong^ 3 sess., 1497-1498, 1541. 

• Lynn M. Case, ed., French Opinion on the United Stales and Mexico, i860— 
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food on which to nourish such hopes. With Napoleon’s consent and with 
the specific authorization of the French minister of marine, contracts w'ere 
made for the building of four cruisers at Nantes and Bordeaux. It was ex- 
pected that the vessels would be ready in 1864 and that they would prey 
powerfully, as did the Alabama, upon ocean-going ships of the United 
States. Arrangements were also concluded for building two ironclad rams. 
It was to be asserted by the most transparent pretense that these warships 
were not for the Confederacy, but were intended for some neutral govern- 
ment. In the event, however, Confederate hopes for the deliverv of these 
ships were unfulfilled. Through Bigelow and Dayton 11 the facts became 
known to the American government; Seward sent polite though vigorous 
protests; the English government purchased the Laird rams (which had 
been transferred to a French firm while still destined for the South); and 
Napoleon, facing the menace of war with the United States when the mili- 
tary situation was undergoing a turn favorable to the North, turned com- 
pletely about in his attitude toward the Confederate agents and disposed 
of the matter by arranging that the cruisers be turned over to European 
governments. They were acquired in 1864 by Denmark and Prussia, then 
at war with each other, thus showing that the obligations of a neutral under 
international law rested but lightly upon the French government. On Den- 
mark s refusal to accept one of the ships, the Sphinx, it found its way into 
Confederate hands; but this occurred so near the end of the war that 
Southern agents got little comfort from it. Though encouraging the South 
by glowing promises, France gave less aid and comfort to the Confederacv 
in the building of its navy than did England. 
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government obligations contracted by the opposing party fraudulent and 
void, declared a two-year suspension of payments to foreign creditors. By 
existing treaty agreements customs receipts could be attached for such de- 
fault; and on October 31, 1861, a comention was concluded by France, 
Spain, and England looking toward joint forcible collection of Mexican 
claims. Asked to join this convention, the United States declined; and 
Seward scored a point by obtaining from the three powers an express dis- 
claimer of any intention to acquire territory or exercise political control in 
Mexico. 

By January, 1862, the three nations had sent 1 0,000 troops to Mexico; 
in so doing they had recognized the Juarez government, had negotiated 
with it, and had sent that government a note disavowing any intention to 
meddle in Mexico’s internal affairs. In May, 1862, having obtained satis- 
faction from Juarez on the matter of the debt, England and Spain with- 
drew their forces. France, however, not only held on, but sent additional 
troops and made impossible demands upon Juarez, requiring among other 
things an indemnity, French occupation of Vera Cruz and Tampico until 
specified conditions should be fulfilled, and the payment of certain dis- 
credited Mexican bonds floated by a Swiss-French banker named Jecker, 
which allowed such an enormous profit to the banker that they can only 
be described as a swindle. 

French troops were soon augmented to the number of 35,000. With 
this force they made war upon Juarez, who fought back in guerilla fash- 
ion; and in June of 1863 Mexico City was occupied by the French. A 
French-made form of government was now set up; and the unhappy Maxi- 
milian, archduke of Austria, misled as to conditions and fondly expecting 
more Mexican support than he had solid reason to hope for, consented, 
under pressure from Napoleon, to assume the title of Emperor of Mexico. 
He and his wife Charlotte landed at Vera Cruz on May 28, 1864, made 
their way to the capital, and were greeted by a carefully manufactured 
popular demonstration. By this time it had become evident that Napoleon, 
seeking schemes of conquest to rival those of his uncle, attracted by Mex- 
ico’s wealth (combined with weakness), and fearing annexation to the 
United States, had made it a policy of his reign to launch in Mexico a 
French-protected empire that would serve as a bulw ark of Latin peoples in 
opposition to Anglo-Saxon expansion. 1 

During 1862 and the major part of 1863 there was but little protest 
from the United States; but on September 26, 1863, the American posi- 
tion was stated in a long dispatch to Dayton in which Seward expressed 

> On the general Mexican situation as it affected ihe United States, see "The 
Present Condition of Mexico . . (Apr. 14, 1 862). House Exec. Doc. No. 100, 
37 Cong., 1 scss. For the convcnUon of October jr, j86i, between France, Spain, 
and England, with its disclaimer of intent to acquire territory or political control 
(Article II), see ibid., 134-137. 
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American interest in the maintenance of republics free from foreign 
domination in the western hemisphere, and warned that continued inter- 
vention would scatter seeds . . . which might ultimately ripen into 
collision between France and the United States and other American repub- 
lics.” Referring to rumors of French desire to seize Texas, he wrote: "The 
President apprehends none of these things. He does not allow himself to be 
disturbed by suspicions so unjust to France . . . ; but he knows . . . 
that such suspicions will be entertained ... by this country . . . ; and 
he knows, also, that it is out of such suspicions that the fatal web of na- 
tional animosity is most frequently woven.” 2 As the war dragged on 
Seward continued his warnings and protests, making clear the American 
position that French intervention was distasteful to the United States, 
while avoiding specific reference to the Monroe doctrine. After the war, 
as will be seen later, these warnings were to be reinforced by a definite 
threat of force on the border. 3 

The main interest of Confederate diplomacy with reference to the 
Mexican imbroglio was to use Mexico as a kind of pawn in the drive to 

Slidell "ZTT 11 ' , bCSt argUmcnt > which ™s pressed by Benjamin, 
Slidell, and others, was that Napoleon’s Mexican state could not possibly 

basis' the" Snfed 11 t" h™ 5 ^ C ° nfecierate succes * in the war; and on this 
mi n in « u t fTv § ° T nment ° ffered t0 extend ** support to Maxi- 
” f ° r Fr p ench ^cognition of the Confederacy. In an interview 

South CNovembe ’ * m JefferSOn Davis ° n business abroad for tbe 
Confederacy and cieid ,he™v‘ taljuf p 

ently because of Napoleon's intefeLce'^fforts'ln ’ "this"] '' ^ 

ta tcmati»fco"v , erS ,i '''' ‘"T” 3llddl an<l Maxtailta wa'prewntS 
for rSliZ ri? V, ' S " bieC * ' he W 1 ? »f Ihe Confederacy 

abandonment of the HomoidKMnTby Sc Thi ' ™ oun ‘ ed t0 a " 

accept the fiction that M • i- . > the Confederacy (unless one could 

of the Mexican D Se vT T ?" f ' T™ 1 was based the consent 
the appointment of William Presten "by 'T indiC3ted by 

traordinary and minister plenipotentiary’ T Da ^f “ “ envo >' ex ' 
milian.” It also aDDear<; tW r c . ^ t0 ^ m P eria l Majesty, Maxi- 
render an«£ £& “ "“W » »r- 

United States In that they stood read* I, "" T 0 ™ t0relgn polic >' ot the 
France. A. Dudley Mann wrote on A 5 f make an actuaI alliance with 
see [his] ^ he would "gladly 

= House Exec . Doc . No . ; 8 t0 a nsive and defensive * ea * with 
Affairs), 781-783. ’ 3 ng ’’ 1 sess - (Papers relating to Foreign 

3 See below, p. 649. 
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the Emperor of the French." * On the other hand, if efforts toward French 
cooperation failed, Confederate diplomats threatened combined action with 
the United States after the war to drive the French from Mexico, in which 
case the Monroe doctrine would have been invoked. Thus the famous doc- 
trine of Monroe (directed against efforts by any European country to ac- 
quire territory or to extend political control in the western hemisphere) was 
not treated by the Confederates as a firm principle to be asserted without 
equivocation, but rather as a sort of pawn, a thing to be withheld or applied 
as the exigencies of war diplomacy should seem to require. 

From the autumn of 1863 until the end of the war there was a notable 
relaxation of tension between the United States and England, and in for- 
eign affairs generally. By the withdrawal of Mason, said Charles Francis 
Adams, Jr., the adversary had "abandoned the field.” e Instead of anxious 
comment on threatened war or an approaching termination of the mission 
in London, the letters of Henry Adams in 1864 recount a dinner at a Lon- 
don guild-hall or an outing at Wenlock Abbey, while in diplomacy 
“quiet . . . reignfed] supreme.’’ Commenting in July, 1864, on a break- 
fast conversation concerning "Bokhara and the inhabitants of central Asia," 
he wrote: “I revelled in Tartaric steppes, and took a vivid interest in far- 
thest Samarcand." • Under these circumstances statesmen felt that the 
American question had been thoroughly canvassed, and no advantage came 
to the Confederacy by playing its last desperate card in offering to abolish 
slavery if by this means recognition by England could be procured. Having 
reached this decision, Secretary Benjamin sent Duncan F. Kenner of 
Louisiana as a messenger to Mason, who, returning to London, was granted 
an interview of more than an hour with Lord Palmerston at Cambridge 
House on March 14, 1865. In guarded fashion, while avoiding an "open 
proposition” and showing an unwillingness to put his offer in plain words. 
Mason managed to convey the desired impression. In the face of impend- 
ing Confederate defeat, however, it was too late to make diplomatic capital 
of any emancipation offer/ The incident is of historical interest not for 
any significance in London but rather as evidence of the effect of war pres- 
sure upon Confederate policy and as a reluctant admission by Confederate 
leaders that the institution of slavery was a serious drawback to the South 
in its long search for foreign support. 

‘ Offic. Rec. (Nav.), i scr., Ill, 968-970, 1057-1059, 1063-1065, 484, 
iSS. 871. 

* C. F. Adams, Charles Francis Adams, 350. 

» Cycle of Adams Letters, II, zoo, 165—166. 

t Owsley, 552 £E. 
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Collapse of the Confederacy: 
End of the War 


In countless; ways the war came closer to the people of the South than 
to those of the North Huge Southern areas were actually within Union 
mes other immense districts were torn and trampled and fought over by 

1 nd nf h 8 ir ie i\ WinCheSter ChangCd hands so often that it became a 
kind of shuttlecock between contending forces. The Union occupation of 

v "f; iCtS ' cs P cciall y Tennessee, Louisiana, parts of Virginia, and 

0 :r r a :T as r re than an ordinary matter ° f h ° stiie 

seized^ hi Thnl 8 T' t0 “ re P°«ess” and “restore” territory 

se,/.ed by those n insurrection,” United States forces sought to recover the 

hemsdv n e C s e t a o n be I ^ Vdid n^sider 

e Un on One 1 y - ln C ° Untry ’ and Southern regions under 

o tlmZte KtT f T T mStCred in lar 8 e W though not entirely, as part 
ot the United States.* The occupation of New Orleans, beginning in 1 862 

™., W , r h ' 0CCU P»'i»" » f Tampico by the United State, in 

ment of their aulhtri^t^fe’S^rf a"™" 1 ? rclin ’“ isl ’' 

and the rec anini r ° destruction the Confederate government 
mlrntion of loc " t ^ ‘ m itS ^ ’ with such ultimate 

Federal rule. ‘ H Y as would import with re-establishment of 

Lincdn "SsVnfo^ .'T' “ the m ° St cons Pi^ous case of all 

Lincoln was unfortunate in his choice of a commander B F Butler’s ad- 
ministration at New Orleans Ins Un .it , 1511111:1:5 aa 

desicned to mnintnin n 1 , n re P resent ed by eulogists as a regime 

iesigned maintain order, prevent hardship, extend charitable relief, and 

1 Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln , 221 ff. 
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promote sanitation. 1 On the other hand the Southern attitude toward Butler 
is indicated by Mrs. Chcsnul’s characterization of him as this "hideous, 
cross-eyed beast.” * Butler’s provoking personality offers perhaps the chief 
explanation of Southern detestation, though any man in a like situation 
would have been unpopular. As already noted, there was more than suspi- 
cion that Butler's brother reaped ungodly millions of profit in cotton; and in 
general the people were outraged by the commander’s boastful and senten- 
tious declarations and by vexatious incidents of his rule. Among the more 
serious of these incidents were the execution of Mumford, treated above, 4 
and a notorious order which was interpreted as an insult to the women of 
New Orleans. 5 There were, however, many other extraordinary features of 
Butler's occupation. Under his orders Episcopal clergymen were required 
to include in the morning prayer the words "for the President of the United 
States and all in civil authority.” When Dr. Goodrich, rector of St. Paul’s, 
sought to evade the order by omitting the morning prayer altogether, the 
church was closed by an officer of Budcr’s staff.* Using the mansion of 
General Twiggs as a residence, Buder kept the people in constant excite- 
ment by his arrest of prominent citizens, suppression of newspapers, seizure 
of property, and like measures. Taking the Federal confiscation acts seri- 
ously, and overlooking the attorney general's preference for a slight en- 
forcement through the Federal courts where the matter properly belonged, 
Butler issued sweeping orders of confiscation and set up a sequestration 
commission by which public sales of goods taken from "rebels” were con- 
ducted and the administration of estates by "loyal” owners promoted. It 
was asserted by President Dans that his sequestration policy would con- 
demn a quarter of a million human beings to punishment by starvation.’ 
Such details will serve to suggest the reasons for the extraordinary order 
by President Davis declaring Buder an oudaw * and ordering his execution 
as a felon. It is of interest to note that at the time this order was issued 
(December 23, 1862) the bellicose general had been removed by President 
Lincoln and superseded (December 1 7) by General N. P. Banks. 

2 James Parton, General Butler at New Orleans, passim. Butler's own defense 
is given in Butler's Bock (1892). 

2 Dicry from Dixie, 165. 

* See p. 33J. 

* Basing his action on reports of repeated insults to his men and officers by 
women in New Orleans, Butler issued a notorious order (which he maintained was 
interpreted in a manner entirely foreign to his intention) providing that any female 
insulting a Union soldier or officer would "be regarded and held liable to be treated 
as a woman of the town plying her avocation." (Butler, Private and Offic. Corresp., 

I, 490.) The order was denounced at home and abroad as an unspeakable infamy, 
and some of the English comment generalized to the point of renouncing kinship 
with a people in whose name such an order coutd be issued. 

« National Intelligencer, Oct. 29, 1862. 

s Moore, Betel!. Bee. (Docs.), VI, 292. 

» See above, p. 335. 
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Butler’s administration illustrates tlie excesses of a military regime in 
which civil government is subordinated to the whim of military officers. 
His high-flown notions of martial law, as revealed in his correspondence, 
are wo°rth quoting in this connection. "Now, my theory of the law martial 
is this [be wrote]— that it is a . . . well-defined part of the common law 
of this country, . . . recognized in its proper place by the Constitution, 
and that proper place ... is in the camp and garrison. Now, the best 
definition of martial law that I have ever heard was that by Sir Arthur 
Wellesly [sic], afterwards Duke of Wellington, . . ‘The Will of the 
Comdg. General exercised according to . . . natural equity.’ . . . Thus 
civil government may well exist in subordination to martial law . . . 
when . . . efficient to the end desired. When [not] . . ., that govern- 
ment is ... to be cast aside.” 0 

Other Union commanders in the South usually showed more discre- 
tion and less truculence than Butler. Andrew Johnson, for example, mili- 
tary governor of Tennessee, though resorting to arrest, seizure, and other 
severe measures, gave less occasion for widespread complaint; and such 
administrations as those of Banks at New Orleans and Geary at Savannah 
were conducted with moderation and restraint. 

2 

Desertion at the South, though less extensive than in the North, was 
a factor of large significance; and a study of the causes that produced it 
goes far toward revealing the conditions which made the war intolerable 
to thousands among people and soldiers. As explained by Miss Lonn, back- 
woodsmen and crackers were drawn into the army who had no sympathy 
with slavery and no interest in the issues of a struggle which they did not 
understand. The conscript net gathered in even Northerners and Mexicans, 
whose tendency to desert was natural enough. Many of the deserters were 
mere boys. Poor food and clothing, lack of shoes and overcoats, and insuffi- 
cient pay inevitably produced disaffection. Sometimes the pay was fourteen 
months behind; often a soldier on leave could not pay the transportation 
to return to his command. Unsanitary camp conditions had their debili- 
tating efTect. Soldiers kept in unwholesome inaction were more than com- 
monly subject to homesickness and depression. Often the alternative was 
abandonment and neglect of wife and children or departure from the 
army — in other words a choice between two kinds of desertion, a dilemma 
in facing conflicting loyalties. Men felt that their services were actually 
more needed at home than in the army. Not a few Southern soldiers found 
themselves in the situation of an Alabaman who deserted the army when 
his wife wrote him: “We haven’t got nothing in the house to eat but a lit- 
tle bit o meal. ... 1 don’t want you to stop fighting them Yankees . . . 

* Private ami Official Corrapondcncc of Ccn. B. F. Butler . . . , IV, 579. 
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but lr>' and get off an J come home and fix us all up some and lltcn >ou can 
go back " 1 Some Arkansas soldiers deserted whin informed that Indians 
Mere on a scalping tuur near their homes Indignant at extortioners and 
profiteers, soldiers Mould become disgruntled at the 'rich man's Mar and 
the poor man’s light.'' There Mere occasions 'then ""hole companies, garri- 
sons, and cscri regiments decamped at a tune." In some eases deserters 
banded together, roamed the country, fortified themselves in the moun- 
tains. and made raids upon settlements, stealing cattle and robbing military 
stores Some hied m eases. Forces had to be detached from the Confederate 
armies to run down such groups. whose rrirrats Mere inaccessible and 
whose courage in fighting oil attack "as formidable. Had it not been for 
Mosb)‘s Hangers, as Miss Lonn had painted out, many defenseless resi- 
dents in Virginia’s debatable land between the shifting armies “would have 
been at the metev of the roving bands of desetters, turned bushwhackers, 
"Ho had been left in the wake of both armies. . . At critical times in 
the vsar the extent of desertion presented the South from fottovsing up 
victories or half-victories in the field; it ssas both the cause and effect of 
lowered morale; the amount ssas 'appalling, incredible.* Many who with- 
drew from the anny 'had little conception of the gravity of their offense." 
For such men desertion bore no stigma; and, m sum, it appears that this 
factor (which, after all, was but a reflection of man) other factors) "con- 
tributed definitely to the Confederate defeats after 1SO2 and . . . (to] 
the caiajtrophe of iS6y.” 1 

On the nature and extent of devastation at the South the historian’s 
sources present a sad record. By the end of the war the eleven seceding 
states had ja per cent fewer horses than in 1S60, jo per cent fewer mules, 
35 per cent fewer cattle, ao per cent fewer sheep, and 41 per cent fewer 
swine. The economic consequences of four )cars of conflict, according to 
James L. Sellers, were 'a shortage in agricultural capital, a reduced area 
under cultivation, diminished agricultural production, depreciated land 
value, stifled industry, demoralized commerce, [and] totally inadequate 
hanking and currency facilities with a correspondingly high rate of inter- 
est." Omitting slave property from his calculations, I’rofcssor Sellers con- 
cludes that "southern wealth in i860 had shrunk in value at the end of 
the war by -|j?h “* 

At home the women bore a double burden as they struggled to manage 
and work the farms and plantations, supply vital war needs, and offer com- 
fort to fighting men. Commenting on the manner in which grief kills 
women in war, Mrs. Chesnut wrote; “I know how it feels to die. . . . 
For Instance, some one calls out, ‘Albert Sidney Johnston is Idled.’ My 

* Bessie Martin, Deuttlon of Alabama Troopt .... 148. 

1 Ella Lenn, De tertian during the Cull War, 23, 119, 123-114. 

* Selim, "The Zccncmic Incidence of the Cud Wee la the South," M.V.H.R , 
XIV, 183-184, 189 (Sept., 19*7). 
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heart stands still. I feel no more.” She relates how the sexton at church 
would deliver messages to worshippers telling of relatives who had been 
brought in wounded, dying, or dead. 4 It was an exceptional woman, said 
Mrs. Jefferson Davis, who did not nurse in a hospital. Mrs. Arthur F. Hop- 
kins of Alabama (nee Juliet Ann Opie of Jefferson County, Virginia) was 
under fire while ministering to the wounded on the battlefield and received 
a wound at Seven Pines which lamed her for life. Maintaining their stricken 
households, kept tense by hourly apprehension, supplying social gaiety 
as in starvation parties to give pleasant diversion to soldiers, some even 
driving a team or following a plow so that men could be released for fight- 
ing, the women of the South, while witnessing daily the backwash and 
ruin of war, showed often a sustained morale and cheerfulness exceeding 
that of the men. 


The pinch of the blockade together with the general disruption of 
normal pursuits made of the whole South a beleaguered nation. There was 
sporting glamor in the hazardous game of blockade-running, but there 
was a prejudice against the flaunting extravagance of men who’profited by 
the business. Many thought that blockade-runners were not helping the 
Confederate cause so much as they were amassing personal profit; indeed 
the trade had some of the aspects of bootlegging and there was agitation 
for bringing it under public regulation. The blockade was a minor factor 
in the food shortage; but such shortage was an increasing source of distress, 
even m localities distant from the scene of war. 

• ^ 1Zabetl | 1 ^' lass ey. who has made a thorough study of shortages 

in the South concludes that the poor people of the Confederacy found it 
extremely difficult to get enough to eat.” By the end of the war many staples 
had permanently disappeared from the Southern diet; in r86 4 "an ounce 

per pcrs r da V V , a ? considered am Ple for the times.” "Rats," 
Mis Massey continues, "had become an item in the diet of many. Presi- 

for h^thn, 2 IT' ^nT 1 ? that he Saw no reason for not eating them, 
for he thought they would be as good as squirrels.’ . . . Rats however 

never became the item of diet that mule-meat did ” i p f Tf 

facilities, the closing of the Mississippi ££ “ 

in U r t( areaS ;, Uni0n , raK S ; and cam P a ‘8 ns of destruction had much fi^do 

assembled under such banners as "Bread or Blood." "Bread and PeaTe” 
* Diary from Dixie, 182, 245. 

1 Masscy - Ersat - *“ the Confederacy, 57, 61-62. 
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and, "armed with knives and hatchets, marched down Dauphine street, 
breaking open the stores . . . and taking for their use such articles of 
food or clothing as they were in urgent need of.” * 

Tea was usually not available at all, and coffee became a rare luxury, 
being superseded by unsatisfactory substitutes concocted from "parched 
corn, rye, wheat, okra seed, . . . acoms, dandelion roots, sugar cane, 
parched rice, cotton seed, sorghum molasses, Engh'sh peas, peanuts, . . . 
and beans.” * The scarcity of clothing was evident from the angry raids 
upon clothing shops and from the tatterdemalion appearance of the troops, 
u hose supplj of blankets, uniforms, and socks was woefully deficient. Yet 
the diarist Jones of the Confederate war department thought that supplies 
in large quantities could be had if "the government would wake up.” He 
referred to “the people here (Richmond] almost in a state of starvation in 
the midst of plenty, brought on by the knavery or incompetency of govern- 
ment agents.” The got eminent, he said, allowed forty thousand bushels of 
sweet potatoes to rot in depots between Richmond and Wilmington.* On 
one occasion the diarist mentioned a huge seizure of leather to prevent its 
falling into enemy hands and added that in his opinion there was abun- 
dance of leather in the South, but that it was "held, like every thing else, by 
speculators, for extortioner’s profits," and that government bureaus only 
aggravated the evil by "capricious seizures, and tyrannical restrictions on 
transportation." * The poor suffered grievously, yet there was at feast some 
little evidence of comfortable living among the favored classes, for 
Mrs. Chesnut noted the contrast between the elegance of rich ladies “in 
their landaus . . . with tall footmen in lisery" and the shabbiness of 
“poor soldiers’ wises ... on the side-walks.” * Not all the blame could 
be put upon the Yankees. Referring to the distress of the poor when the 
war was not half over. Governor Vance of North Carolina wrote: " . . 
the demon of speculation and extortion seems to have seized upon nearly 
all sorts and conditions of men, and all the necessaries of life are fast 
getting beyond the reach of the poor." 1 

In the shortage of minerals extensile search was made to discover new 
ore deposits, especially of iron and saltpeter. Much of the supply of com- 
mon salt for the Confederacy came from the remote hamlet of Saitvifie in 

1 Moore, HfltH. Rec. (Diary), VII, 48. 

* Massey, op. Cif., 72-73. 

» J. B. Jones, A Rebel War Clerk's Diary, II, 89-90- (This famous diarist was 
sour and often quite extreme in his comments.) 

* Ibid., I, 196. 

* Diary front Dixie, 1 5S- 

r Message of Governor Vance to the general assembly, Nov. 17, 1862, Offic. 
Rec., 4 ser., II, 181. Earlier Vance had written that extortion was so great that it 
would he impossible to provision the army without "a most enormous outlay and 
submitting so most outrageous prices.” Ibid., 8y-S6. 
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southwestern Virginia, where the salt works were destroyed by Union 
attack in i864- s 

Such conditions of disorganization, profiteering, and devastation were 
continually reflected in the condition of the Southern soldier. Having wit- 
nessed 10,000 men marching along the turnpike near Richmond in Au- 
gust, 1863, Mrs. Chesnut recorded their painful contrast to the spick- 
and-span regiments she had formerly seen. "Such rags and tags as we saw 
now [she wrote]. Nothing was like anything else. Most garments and arms 
were . . . taken from the enemy. Such shoes as they had on. . . . Such 
tin pans . . . tied to their waists. . . . Anything that could be spiked 
was bayoneted and held aloft.” 9 


The crushing effect of Union military advance in 1864-1865 brought 
diverse manifestations in the South, intensifying the zeal of thousands, pro- 
ducing in some an almost fanatical purpose to fight on, yet causing peace 
agitation and clamor for reunion, bringing talk of a dictator, and under- 
mining confidence in high executive authority. In areas where individualism 
and backwoods self-sufficiency were strong factors, as in the piney woods 
of Jones County Mississippi, the Confederacy encountered spirited opposi- 
tion. Agitation for peace without realization of Southern war aims was a 
notable factor in North Carolina. By 1863 the legislature was "ripe for re- 
construction and Jonathan Worth "could say that on a recent trip nearly 
every n , an he „ e t was for reconstruction on the basis of the old constitu- 
te In eE ° rlS ranged from ostensibl y legitimate endeavors to over- 

r r | V1S T VCrnmentand • • • make • • ■ Peace with the North, 
to secret plots and conspiracies to overthrow the Confederacy.” 1 

onvn° ne ° f t ^ Sympt ° mS ° f a PP r °aching collapse was the tightening of 
g ernmental action against conspiracy. On November 9, 1864, President 

V““‘ l ” , “ d . hlS C ? n ’ I " V - lha; dangerous conspiracy exists in some of 
by .be ordinary course of iaw/^d “ ISS 


Ella Lonn, Salt as a Factor in the Confederacy. 
Diary from Dixie, 231. 


1 A. Scllew Roberts, in M.V.H.R., XI ioo_,on Tt,„ • . , 

Jones County -seceded” from Mississippi and’fomed Z ‘ R^lv % ? Ty 

did . . g .JcenTipsy',::: : ™-S" c K hv B "rT h ' 

vailed in this ‘free state' during the war’ andlne I T,’", than Sovernmcnt pre- 

well established." Coiifederme'An'L^praS-tS 5 ' 31 ‘° Confederacy is fairly 
- Journal, Confed. Cong., VII, 266-267. 
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rassment ... at Mobile, Wilmington, and Richmond, on account 
of . . . persons against whom the testimony was sufficient to give full 
assurance that they were spies or holding treasonable communication with 
the enemy. . . Despite strenuous opposition by those who insisted that 
the habeas corpus privilege was one of the great bulwarks of freedom whose 
suspension was not justified under the circumstances, it had become neces- 
sary in February of 1 864 to pass the third act for the suspension of the 
writ. 1 This law, in describing the practices to be stamped out, specified 
combinations to subvert the government of the Confederate States, con- 
spiracies to resist the lawful authorities, communicating intelligence to the 
enemy, attempting to liberate Northern prisoners in the South, desertion 
and the aiding of deserters, trading with the enemy, advising or inciting 
others to abandon the Confederate cause, and attempting to destroy arse- 
nals, foundries, or other property of the Confederate States. In commenting 
on this legislation, which he opposed, Herschel V. Johnson of Georgia 
wrote that it was intended mainly to imprison spies and traitors in Rich- 
mond and to arrest the disloyal movement of Holden in North Carolina. 
Johnson ’s biographer in this connection writes of the "defiant attitude of the 
states’’ and the "chaotic condition” which "resulted in the loss of confi- 
dence . . . and the earnest desire for the end of the war although without 
a victorious peace.” He adds that this "decline in morale ... led to the 
formation of peace societies for the purpose of furthering the cessation of 
hostilities.” 4 

It was perhaps inevitable that in these circumstances the opposition 
to Davis should become more pronounced. What seems remarkable, how- 
ever, is the role which the Vice-President, Alexander H. Stephens, plajed 
in efforts to unhorse the President. A strict constitutionalist and a devotee 
of state rights, Stephens opposed every attempt to give Davis the emer- 
gency powers so desperately needed in the conduct of the war. If Davis 
should again be given the right to suspend the writ of habeas corpus, he pre- 
dicted in 1864, "constitutional liberty wiff go down, never again to rise on 
this continent.” "Far better that our country should be overrun by the 
enemy, our cities sacked and burned, and our land laid desolate," the Vice- 
President gloomily announced, "than that the people should thus suffer 
the citadel of their liberties to be entered and taken by professed friends." 
Holding these views, Stephens saw nothing wrong in initiating a peace con- 
spiracy in Georgia, and he heartily endorsed Governor Brown’s talk “about 
re-establishing the principles of the Declaration of Independence — -'the 
right of oil self-government and the sovereignty of the States by which 
[Brown] meant, as he later said, that each state, Northern and Southern, 
should ‘determine for herself what shall be her future connection, and 
who her future allies.' " Nothing concrete came of Stephens's peace ma- 

* Ibid., VI, 805-806. Flippin, Herschel V. Johnson of Georgia, 244-245. 

* Flippin, 246-247. 
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neuvers, but it is clear that by deliberately schooling “a large fraction of the 
Southern people to hold the President responsible for their sufferings” he 
and his associates weakened the Confederate will to fight. 5 

There were, late in the war, suggestions that Lee be made dictator, 
though that term need not be understood in all its sinister connotations, 
f not dictator, it was at least obvious that Lee ought to be made supreme 
commander of all the Confederate forces. President Davis was among the 
last to realize this. In January, 1865, the Congress passed by substantial 
majorities a bill to appoint a general-in-chief of the armies, defeating an 
amendment which would have guarded against interference with the mili- 
tary rights and duties of the President. On February 6, 1865, Lee was ap- 
pointe to t le supreme military office. Thus the Confederacy was almost 

f v r r u behmd thC Un , i0n g ° Vernment in conferring unified command. 
\ en * he p Ctl0n vvas taken ’ how ever, it was plainly too late: the “seed corn 
ot the Contederacy had already been ground.” 

The stress of military pressure in the South was revealed in legislation 
or the use of Negro troops. On November 7, 1864, President Davis went 
so far as to approve employment of slave-soldiers as preferable to subjuga- 

voted^rP TTV°’ 1 86 ?’, tHe C ° nfederate House of Representatives 
t v I ItSld T “ not be able «*> raise sufficient troops other- 
I l' p V authorized to call for additional levies “from such classes . . ., 

mine ' o Th F w"’ * “ the ’ ' ' authorities ... may deter- 

time anJ " Jf ° f kg,slation on this subject required considerable 
time, and the law did not go into effect until March 20, 1865 There was 

ofsTav rv was P meanin§ ^ aCti ° n ’ The Cental social concept 

ser d LeJs ^ PPin§; Wedge ** emancipation had been in- 

anuarv r i^TY^ r ° f the President and Congress. On 
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ana the granting of immediate freedom to all whn »nUct „ 1 c j * 

fully""! ° f ^ Thishcr tTt S ° f ?° Se Wh ° discharge ^eir duties fSth- 
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slavery would be voluntarily abandoned in die South" f ‘ 7 P ° SSihiUty that 
in the use nF .ii- * , m the bouth - Southern experiments 

Ae t st The w S how ^r, were not put to 

Uw test The law was passed on the eve of surrender and though a few 

Negro troops were recruited, none actually served in battle. 
ii^.VvnT, 5 3 Z o8 i! f [ U i n bin ''To- 0 ! "f 3nd Je ^°n Davis ” Hist. 

America, 540 ’ ° ’ 9 ’ 3): E ' Merton Coult «, The Confederate States of 

- Conled ‘ Cong - VII > 2 ”> 6x1-612. 
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The military decision was not long delayed. As the year 1865 opened, 
the only operations which could have a bearing upon the mam outcome 
of the war were those in Virginia and the Carolinas. By this time the Hood- 
Thomas campaign in Tennessee had been terminated. Hood had been pur- 
suing Thomas during the progress of Sherman’s Georgia march and the end 
of November found the armies in the vicinity of the Tennessee capital. In 
the battle of Franklin (November 30, 1864), about eighteen miles south 
of Nashville, Hood struck part of the Union army under Schofield in a 
scries of desperate assaults which proved a costly but valorous Southern 
failure. Schofield lost over 2000 men; Hood over 6000. Hood then put the 
Unionists under siege in Nashville; and the lack of decisive action on the 
part of Thomas with his superior numbers caused increased impatience at 
Washington and at Grant’s headquarters. Grant kept sending urgent but 
unheeded orders to Thomas demanding a battle, and finally sent Logan to 
supersede him. At this juncture, however, just in time to Forestall Logan's 
actual assumption of command, 1 Thomas finally attacked and pushed his 
operations against Hood’s lines in the two-day battle of Nashville (Decem- 
ber 15-16), followed by a vigorous pursuit. Despite magnificent Confed- 
erate valor the result was a disastrous defeat for Hood, who had difficulty 
in making his escape across the Tennessee with a sorry remnant of the fine 
army which Johnston had turned over to him at Atlanta. One of Lee’s chief 
measures as Confederate general-in-chief was to reinstate Johnston, whose 
Atlanta campaign against Sherman was now viewed with Jess disapproval 
in the light of Hood’s failure; and Johnston was now assigned the task of 
stopping Sherman’s advance through the Carolinas. 

The advance of Sherman’s columns, however, was irresistible. Leaving 
Savannah February i, he reached Columbia, South Carolina, on Febru- 
ary 17. By March 10 he was in Fayetteville. Up to this point his direction 
had been toward Raleigh; now he shifted to a more easterly course toward 
Goldsboro, near which point on March 1 9 he fought a sharp engagement 
with Johnston at Bentonville. Sherman did not overwhelm Johnston’s infe- 
rior force; but he did drive him back, obtaining possession of Goldsboro 
and of radroads connecting with Wilmington and Beaufort. Fort Fisher 
had been reduced es noted shove; Wilxoio^tno had been evacuated (Febru- 
ary 22); Sherman’s "march” had terminated. Further action by his well- 
placed army awaited conference with Grant and developments in the 
Petersburg-Richmond sector. 

In the midst of these final campaigns, with Sherman pressing Johnston 
and with Grant threatening Lee at Petersburg, there occurred a peace con - 

> On reaching Louisville with orders to take over Thomas’s command Logan 
"found that the work intended for him was already done— and came no farther." 
Battles and Leaders , IV, 4j6. 
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ference of high officials. Following an unofficial visit of F. P. Blair, Sr., 
to Richmond, Lincoln consented to receive Southern agents within Union 
lines and talk of peace. He had already made clear his principal peace terms 
in the previous year and had indicated that reunion and abolition were in- 
dispensable. On January 12, 1865, President Davis wrote to the informal 
mediator Blair expressing willingness to enter into conference "with a view 
to secure peace to the two countries.” On seeing the letter Lincoln wrote 
o is readiness to bring “peace to the people of our one common country.” 2 
Thus neither war weariness at the North nor approaching collapse at the 

" out 1 server to weaken either side in its concept of fundamental war 
aims. 

Despite this deadlock as to purpose, the conference was held (Febru- 
ary 3, 1865) between Lincoln and Seward for the United States and A. H. 
Stephens, R. M. T. Hunter, and J. A. Campbell for the Confederacy. The 
scene of the conference was the Union transport River Oueen lying in 

corZ R °Tt dS ' tei ™ S WCre 3gain Set in writill g just before the 
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with llie Confederate States, ... or to give to our people any other 
terms . . . than our unconditional submission to their rule. . . * 

During the period of this conference Union troops had been advised 
that there was no Ict-up in the war and that they were to be kept in readi- 
ness to move on short notice. When the conference broke up in failure. 
Grant launched his final offensive with a view to hastening die military 
decision. His efforts before Petersburg had been devoted to extending his 
lines and guarding against Lee’s escape. All the Union torces under Sher- 
man , Sheridan, and Meade, with Grant in supreme command, were now 
ready to cooperate m the closing campaign, details of which were discussed 
when Lincoln met Grant and Sherman in a memorable conference on the 
River Queen in the Janies River at City Point (March 27—28). At this 
time Lincoln deplored further bloodshed and insisted that generous terms 
be offered the South. 

6 

The final campaign was a "study in attenuation * Lee's long line in 
defense of Richmond was now so thinly manned that a break was inevi- 
table, while Grant was strengthened by the arrival of Sheridan, who had 
shifted his army southward from Winchester and effected junction with 
the Army of the Potomac. In the last important battle of the war at Five 
Forks (April O Lee's array was overwhelmed, and this was at once fol- 
lowed by vigorous assaults upon the Confederate lines covering Petersburg, 
in which large numbers of Confederate prisoners were taken. It was now 
obvious that Petersburg was untenable and that with it Richmond must 
also fall. On the afternoon of April 2 Lee gave the order for the evacuation 
of Petersburg, which was accomplished that night. The next day the Union 
forces moved in and took possession of the city. It was now a matter of 
retreat and pursuit. Lee managed his escape well, getting away with 
nearly all his artillery. He directed his course toward Lynchburg; and 
Grant feared that from this point, via the P.ichmond and Danville Rail- 
road, he might escape into North Carolina and join Johnston. Some of the 
most rapid movement of the war now occurred, with hard marching, sharp 
cavalry skirmishes, rear-guard actions, and sudden encounters at cross- 
roads and bridges. The Confederate President and cabinet were now in 
flight; the government had in fact collapsed; regular contact between the 
President and the army was broken. There was confusion in the army itself, 
with destruction of reports and public papers, and with many of Lee’s com- 
panies entirely without officers. 

* Rowland, Dtnit, VI, 466. 

* Freeman, Lee, IV, 67—73. Freeman write* CIV, 71): "The country had al- 
ready been stripped of food and of provender. It was worse than a disappointment; 
it was a catastrophe. Often the loyal old army bad been hungry, but now starvation 

seemed a stark reality." 
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Grant pushed his columns to the point where Lee’s escape was cut off. 
The diminishing Confederate army was not only trapped but was almost 
without food. Meanwhile notes had been exchanged between Grant and 
Lee concerning surrender. On April 7 General Lee, reciprocating Grant’s 
desire to avoid useless effusion of blood, asked for terms. On Sunday the 
9th of April in the McLean house in the village of Appomattox Courthouse 
the opposing commanders met in conference. Grant was not dressed to com- 
port with his rank; his mud-spattered uniform, except for the shoulder- 
straps, resembled that of a private; his appearance was careless; his brown 
hair and beard showed no touch of gray. Lee’s distinguished grav-bearded 
head, erect military bearing, and faultless uniform presented a striking 
contrast. 


Terms of surrender, which Grant had put in writing, were discussed. 
Officers and men of Lee s command were to be released on giving their 
paroles not to take arms against the United States until exchanged; arms, 
artillery, and public property were to be turned over. Then Grant added: 
This will not embrace the side arms of the officers, nor their private horses 
or baggage.” According to an eye-witness, Lee was visibly touched by this 
concession, which he said would have a happy effect upon his army; but he 
had a further point to mention. Not only his officers but his private soldiers 
in cavalry and artillery owned their own horses; he inquired whether they 
also could retain them. Grant replied that he would give orders that all the 
men who claimed to own a horse or mule would be permitted to take them 
,°“ e _ to wor k l ^ eir farms.” Grant had been generous in his terms; 
he had avoided any appearance of exultation; he had shown a fine respect 
tor the feelings of his foe. The sword of Lee was not surrendered. Lee did 
not tender it; Grant did not demand it. 2 


The number of men surrendered by Lee was something over 28,000 as 
reported by Grant in his memoirs; though the number has been given else- 
wiere as about 26,000, and the number of rations supplied by Grant 
0 the Confederates was 25,000.3 In the days preceding surrender Lee’s 
force had rapidly dwindled owing to battle losses, captures, straggling, 
and the abandonment of the army by many who anticipated the end of 
the war and were eager to get home. Lee issued an address to his armv 


2 Battles and Leaders, IV, 738; Grant, Memoirs, 
MU!. 


II* 494 * Freeman, Lee , IV, 
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expressing appreciation of their "unsurpassed courage and fortitude.” 
Riding back to camp he bade them a personal farewell, then set out for 
Richmond. 

The Confederate capital, meanwhile, had fallen. President Davis and 
nearly all his cabinet departed by tram on the night of Sunday, April 2. 
Next day they reached Danville. There they lingered a week before mak- 
ing their way southward, the fugitive President and secretaries constitut- 
ing virtually the only remnant of the civil government of the Confederacy. 
On April 3 Union troops under Weitzel occupied Richmond, replacing the 
Stars and Bars with the Stars and Stripes. Fire broke out, and soon a con- 
siderable part of the downtown district was in ruins. The distracted city 
was put under martial law, and Weitzel occupied the mansion just vacated 
by Jefferson Davis. There was, however, little friction. "The military was 
for the most part courteous and the people gladly cooperated ... to re- 
store order." • Lincoln arrived April 5. passed through the streets unmo- 
lested, visited the erstwhile Confederate White House, conferred with 
Weitzel, John A. Campbell, and various others, and made clear his wish 
for peaceable readjustment. 

The President returned to Washington and there learned of Lee's sur- 
render. His mind was now occupied with problems of peace and reunion. 
Just a few w ccks prior to this he had been inaugurated for his second term. 
His inaugural address was notable both for what it contained and what it 
lacked: he made no attempt to review the events and accomplishments of 
his administration; he included not a word of bitterness against the enemy; 
on the contrary he counseled his people to "judge not that we be not 
judged." Forgiveness and good will were the theme of his peroration : "With 
malice toward none; with charity for all; ... let us strive on to finish 
the work we are in; to bind up the nation's wounds; ... to do all which 
may achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace. . . On April r 1 he 
delivered one of the principal speeches of his administration, treating the 
problem of reconstruction in a broad and generous spirit of conciliation. 8 
The emancipation amendment to the Constitution had already been passed 
in Congress. Slavery being virtually gone, Lincoln asked only reunion, and 
this he would make easy by avoidance of any persecution of the Southern 
people. On April 14 he held a cabinet meeting at which he expressed the 
wish that there be no persecution, no bloody work after the war. It was 
reported that he spoke kindly of Lee and others of the Confederacy.* Next 
day the President lay dead. On the night of April 1 4 at Ford's Theater he 
had been shot by a desperate assassin, John Wilkes Booth. Secretary Sew- 

4 Mary N. Sunaid. Richmond: Us People and Its Story, 109. 

* See below, pp. 556—557. 

4 There are various records of this last cabinet meeting. See Rhodes, V, 137- 

138. 
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arcl, recently injured in a carriage accident, was severely wounded by one 
of Booth s fellow conspirators. Another conspirator, detailed to kill Vice- 
President Johnson, had withheld his blow. 

Assassination night and the following days were a time of rage, horror, 
dread, and wild rumor. Satisfaction at the end of the war was spoiled by 
this tragedy. Feelings of good will, difficult enough to foster after four years 
of hatred and strife, were further endangered by the removal of Lincoln’s 
influence and by gross injustice to Confederate leaders who were falsely 
accused of complicity in tire assassination. 

News was now awaited from Sherman. Moving forward from Golds- 
boro he occupied Raleigh (doing no violence to its people) on April 13. 
Johnston s army facing him was not surrounded; it might, conceivably, have 
escaped and joined other Confederate forces in the Southwest. Yet Johnston 
as well as Sherman felt that to continue the war was useless slaughter. The 
fugitive Confederate President thought otherwise. On April 4 he had is- 
sued an address to the Southern people in which he spoke of continuing 

siblf' Var c\ °P eratin ^ n the interior . . ., where supplies are more acces- 
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already set up in the South.* Naturally President Johnson and his cabinet 
promptly overruled the general, and Secretary Stanton sternly ordered him 
to set aside the agreement he had drawn up. Sherman then arranged an- 
other conference with Johnston at the Bennett house near Durham Sta- 
tion, North Carolina (April 26),* where terms of capitulation simdar to 
those accorded Lee at Appomattox were signed. In the Southwest, General 
James If. Wilson had pursued Forrest and captured Selma and Montgom- 
ery when news came of Johnston’s surrender. The final disbandment of 
die remaining Confederate forces followed almost automatically. On 
May 4 at Citronelle, Alabama, the Confederate general Richard Taylor 
surrendered to E. R. S. Canby what remained of the forces east of the 
Mississippi, including those of Forrest's command. Three weeks later 
(May 26) Kirby Smith at New Orleans 10 surrendered to Canby the forces 
beyond the Mississippi; and with this capitulation Southern military re- 
sistance to Federal control of the South was at an end." 

7 

Because of the lack of reliable and comparable records it may never be 
possible to say, except by more or Jess reasonable conjecture, actually how 
many men served in the Union and Confederate armies. Many Southerners 
have been inclined to accept the estimate that the Confederate armies num- 
bered 600,000, while those of the Union numbered 2,778, 304.* General 
Marcus J. Wright of the Confederate service, employed by the United 
States war department in the collection of Confederate archives, considered 
the best estimate of the Confederate total to be 600,000 to 700,000 men. 1 
There have been numerous studies of the subject, both investigational and 
controversial. T. L. Livermore, who has made elaborate calculations, ar- 


* Raoul S. Naroll, "Lincoln and the Sherman Peace Fiasco — Another Fable?” 
J.S.H., XX, 485 (Nov., 1954). 

» W. K. Boyd, The Story of Durham: City of the New South, 41 ft. 

,0 The conference concerning Smith’s surrender occurred at Baton Rouge; the 
surrender at New Orleans. Ann, Cyc., 186s, 74. 

11 General Stand Watie, a Cherokee chieftain, was one of the last Confederate 
officers to surrender, not yielding up his sword until June 23, 1865. 

1 Estimate of Cazenove G. Lee, So. Hist. Soc. Papers, XXXII, 46. 

r [Bid., XfX, 254. Other statements worth noting are the "Consolidated Ab- 
stract from returns of the Confederate forces on or about Dec. 31, 1862 (compiled 
from such returns as are on file in the War Department)” showing 449,439 names 
(O/Jic. Rec., 4 ser., II, 278), and the tabular statement of the Confederate bureau 
of conscription giving s66,4;6 as the number of volunteers and conscripts in 
January, 1864, from only six of the eleven Confederate states, namely Virginia, the 
Carolinas, Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi (ibid., 4 ser.. Ill, 102). This state- 
ment is seriously at variance with the estimate of 600,000 for all the states of the 
Confederacy for the whole period of the war. H. J Eckenrode places the approxi- 
mate Confederate total at 800,000 ( Jefferson Davts, 339), 



53 ° 


THE DIVIDED UNION 


rives at 1,227,890 as the total number of [Confederate] enlistments op- 
posed to the 2,898,304 enlistments in the Union army during the war.” 
This conclusion is obtained by the somewhat doubtful method of multiply- 
ing the known number of regular regiments (849) hy the estimated aver- 
age per regiment (133°) and then adding 98,720 for irregular organiza- 
tions not officially enrolled. 3 

It must be remembered that there were more “enlistments” than indi- 
vidual soldiers, since many of the men enlisted several times, and also that 
an enlistment is not a definite unit of comparison because of wide varia- 
tions in length of service. Some Union enlistments were for two or three 
vveeks, many were for three months, others for three years. Many were 
the occasions when whole regiments re-enlisted. Desertion and bounty- 
jumping, as above noted, 1 accounted for many repeaters. There is a further 
complication owing to the fact that Union enlistments exceeded the num- 
ber of soldiers to a greater extent than did Confederate enlistments. 5 
Though there Yvere 2,898,304 enlistments in the Union army and navy, 
it has been estimated by a careful military statistician (Col. W. F. Fox) 
that [over] 300,000 [Federal] men enlisted just before the close of the 
war, few of whom, if any, participated in . . . active service.” 3 Colonel 
^ox adds: It is doubtful if there Yvere 2,000,000 individuals actually in 
[Union] service during the war.” Livermore, however, places the estimate 
at 2,300,000 individuals. 7 
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There is another body of evidence that should not be ignored. The 
census of 1890 recorded 432,020 Confederate and 1,034,073 Union 
veterans then living. 11 To reconcile this evidence with the Southern esti- 
mate of 600,000 Confederates to 2,778,000 Federals would imply that 
over seventy per cent of the Confederate soldiers lived until twenty-five 
years after the war, while only thirty-seven per cent of the Federal soldiers 
survived for that period. One need not enter upon the question of the pad- 
ding of veterans’ rolls after the war, which doubtless occurred on both 
sides, but the census figures have been regarded by competent authorities 
as worthy of attention. 1 * 

If writhing and gasping men can be reduced to "reports” and statistics, 
it may be noted that the war cost a million casualties. Total deaths in the 
Union army have been figured at 360,222,** of which 110,070 were 
from battle wounds. Wounded Federals have been said to number 275,175. 
On the Confederate side the number of wounded survivors seems too un- 
certain to record here, but the Confederate dead have been estimated at 
258,000, of whom 94,000 are estimated to have been killed or fatally 
wounded in battle. If the Confederate wounded be placed at no more 
than half the Federal, it will be seen that the grand total of the military 
casualties exceeds a million. 

The complete cost of the war would include a variety of other factors: 
billions of treasure (Federal, Confederate, state, local, and unofficial), un- 
told retardation of economic development, ruined homes, roads, buddings 
and fields, billions of dollar-value in slaves wiped out, a shattered mer- 

11 U. S. Census, 1890 ("Population,” pt. II), 803-804. Livermore gives the 
census tola] incorrectly, omitting Union Negroes. Proceedings, Mass. Hist. Soc., 
a set., XVIII, 441. 

11 The following further citations concerning comparative numbers may be 
noted: Offic. Rec., 3 ser., IV, 1269; "War Debts of the Loyal States," House Report 
No. 1 6 , 39 Cong,, 1 sess., 5-6; "Confederate Handbook” (Confederate Museum, 
Richmond), article by "Our Special Correspondent," N. Y. Tribune, June 26, 1867, 
pp. 1-2; articles in various issues of the So. Hist. Soc. Papers (II, 6-2 1; VII, 287— 
290; XX, 238—259; XXXII, 46—50); Randolph H. McKim, Numerical Strength of 
the Confederate Army . . . (2912); A. B. Casselman, "The Numerical Strength 
of the Confederate Army,” Century, Mar., 1892, 792-796; Batttes and Leaders of 
the Civil War, IV, 767—768; A. B. Casselman, in Current History, Jaa., 1923, 653— 
657; Arthur H. Jennings, ibid., Apr., 1924, 113-115; World Almanac, 1959, 741. 
iVicofay and Hay, Lincoln, X, 3395 Edward Atkinson, in Forum, Oct., 1 836, 133; 
The Medical and Surgical History of the War of the Rebellion (6 vols., Washing- 
ton); W. F. Fox, op. cit.! House Exec. Doc. No. 1, 39 Cong , 1 sess. For a good 
summary and bibliography, see Charming, Hist, of the U. S., VI, 430—434. Chan- 
ning writes (p. 434) that presumably 800,000 “at one time or another served in 
the armed forces of the seceded States." He notes that 300,000 Southern whites are 
"supposed to have served in the Union armies” (p. 434). 

11 This figure (360,222 grand aggregate Union deaths) is given m Battles and 
Leaders, IV, 767 n. The main facts as to costs and casualties are s umm arized in 
ibid., IV, 767-768. 
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chant marine, and a wretched intangible heritage of hate, extravagance, 
corruption, truculence, partisan excess (lasting for decades), and intoler- 
ance. It has become traditional to strew flowers over these wretched 
memories and to assume that the vast holocaust was either a necessary 
sacrifice for the Union or so gallant an adventure as to constitute a justi- 
fiable failure. These are sentiments and they fie outside the scope of this 
book. The proven fact is the failure of statesmen North and South to man- 
age the crisis of 1 860-1 86 1, when, for instance, the device of a fully rep- 
resentative official national convention, earnestly recommended by moder- 
ates, was not tried, while truculent shoutings and strident declarations, 

having produced the impression that bloodshed was inevitable, made it a 
reality. 


14 ^ red Shannon ( America's Economic Growth, *rd ed nlaces 

Sattn of C ° St ° f I 11001 ? 1 War> induding Confederate' war expenses! can- 
deb s nenfinn, t S ' aVCS - destructi ° n of Property by armies, state war 

doU? mterCSt ° D thC Federal debt > at ^ound twenty billion 
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CHAPTER 31 


Presidential Reconstruction 


The nccoNSTitvcTioN period is 011c of the most controversial eras in 
American history. During lire twelve years after the Civil War basic 
changes took place which were fundamentally to after the future course 
of American history It is from the reconstruction period that one dates 
the dominance of industrial over agrarian forces in the American economy. 
These same years saw the final repudiation of the theory that the American 
government rested upon state rights and the emergence of die omnicompe- 
tent Federal government. The period also witnessed the formal rejection 
of caste as the basis for the American social order and the inclusion in the 
Constitution of a pledge that henceforth "race, color, or previous condition 
of servitude" should not disqualify a man from full participation in the 
benefits of that society. Inevitably such drastic changes, coming so closely 
together, aroused bitter hostility among contemporaries, a feeling which 
later his lorians of the era have oil too often shared. 

Since writers have so frequently spoken of the reconstruction period 
as "The Tragic Era” or ‘The Age of Date," it is helpful at the outset to re- 
member that the treatment given the South after the war was, in James 
Ford Rhodes's words, “the mildest punishment ever inflicted after an un- 
successful Civil War." The North required of the South, as Paul II. Buck 
has said, recognition of "three general positions as logical consequences of 
the war. First, the doctrine of secession was renounced and the Union was 
recognized ... to be one and indissoluble. Secondly, the institution of 
slavery was forever destroyed. And thirdly, it was more or less tacitly recog- 
nized that the prewar leadership of the Sbuthern slavocrat in national poli- 
tics was permanently to be replaced in favor of Northern direction." 1 

To many white Southerners these conditions seemed oppressively se- 
vere, but they must be measured against the crushing reparations, the mass 
deportation of peoples, and the genocide which have followed later wars. 
With the exception of Major Henry Wirz, commander of the notorious 

v Buck, The Road to Reunion (Vintage cd.). 9. 
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Andersonville prison, who was hanged, no Confederate was executed for 
war crimes. * Only a few Southern political leaders were even imprisoned 
for their part in the rebellion,” and, except for Jefferson Davis, their re- 
lease was prompt. 3 Though slavery was abolished during the war, the re- 
construction period saw no mass confiscation of the property of ex- 
Confederatesd Despite the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments to the 
Constitution, which remained largely impotent to protect the Negro, no 
direct assault was made upon "the greatest obstacle to the Negroes’ salva- 
tion, the Southern caste system.” It is, therefore, as Francis C. Simkins 
remarks a capital blunder to treat the period "like Carlyle’s portrayal of the 
renc 1 cvo ution, as a melodrama involving wild-eyed conspirators whose 
ac s are best described in red flashes upon a canvas.” Instead, as Professor 
Simluns reminds us, during these postwar years the life of both Negroes 
and whites in the South "remained relatively wholesome and happy; there 

was little of the misery, hatred, and repression often sweepingly ascribed 
to it by writers. 6 3 

I 1 ’” ""'“'“1 10 "member that the reconstruction period cannot 
(' “S TT °' Ic8al “ eonstitntional issues. I, was, in 

cin 1 nar« Z"! T " I ‘ k ' i"’ 0 ™ 10115 situations, it forced the prim 

ta«L t ,T? mt0 „ m ^T S ”" d self-contradictory positions. After 

no ' daS tl 7 ! r Southerners, in defeat, 

now churned that they had never legally been out of the Onion. On the 

”” C ° M 

SLSStr .JSt T “ ,? «• 

SJ Sri 

after . 865 ° Csco below! pp "LTtln thc scvcru sufferings of the South 

losses as the abolition of slavery fit “.“t* t mUS r , ,G cmpIlasizcd sllch economic 
failure of Southern ^iLt wcrelfnoMo ‘"h ° f ^ debt, and the 

defeat in thc war. There was how™ . rLtonst ruclion policies but to thc South’s 
chiefly during the war years Cottn ^ S ° mi i co ” fisca,ion of Confederate property, 
United St.ates^lrevisur^ agem'wlui^ntand'nftr'r . ?3o 000,000 was seized by 
act. Randall, "Captured ind Miami i i> r 1 lc war und or the captured property 
lice., XIX. 65-79 In addftii "ore r°!r ty thc Ci -> War," Am. lint. 

seized. For example, the mansion o l ° U ° lomcs and property were 

across the Potomac from VVashingtonH^idTccn 5 M Lce ' s P roud cstatc 

ment and made into a national ™ . n , ta (cn ovcr by the Federal govern* 

were paid $150,000 “is ntnt?" T”™'/ f ° r soldic «- Later the Lee heirs 
Lincoln, 320-322. Perhaps thc harsh f’r 3nda ; Constitutional Problems under 
period directed specifically acainst tin. V ^ conom ' < - measure of the reconstruction 
one-half cents a pou ,d (Lcr d^ „ , ^ ^ tllC SpCciaI ™“°n tax of two and 

the prostrate ex-Confcdente ' ,,3,1 V in l866 >* w] uch extracted from 
South during nccoustn.cTo,,, To ' E. Merton Coulter, The 

53-54 CFcb" S i 9 j9)! Viewpoints of Southern Reconstruction," J. S. H., V, 56, 51. 
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other hand, Radical Republicans, who had been bending every effort to 
keep the South in the United States, now announced that the Confederate 
states had in fact seceded, thereby committing suicide or reverting to a 
territorial status. In the ensuing quarrel betw een President and Congress, 
both antagonists sought to give respectability to their arguments by invok- 
ing the Constitution, but in fact the President, by appointing military gov- 
ernors for the Southern states, and the Congress, by imposing conditions 
upon the suffrage there, were both behaving in an extra-Consututional 
fashion. As William A. Russ, Jr., has soundly observed, "Neither Con- 
gress nor the President was helped much by an appeal to the Constitution, 
because the Fathers in 1787 had not envisioned such a situation as the 
rebellion presented." * 

These perplexities and ambiguities, too often interpreted as willfulness 
or malignancy on the part of politicians of the period, reflected the almost 
insoluble intricacy of die reconstruction problem. On the basic outlines of 
that problem virtually everybody. North and South, agreed. Somehow the 
seceded states must be brought back into a proper relation with the rest 
of the Union; somehow the war-torn economy of the South had to be re- 
built; somehow the newly freed Negro had to be protected in his rights; 
and, most important but most difficult, somehow a feeling of loyalty to the 
American Union must be restored among white Southerners. Such was the 
problem. It was only about the solutions that disagreement arose. 


Had the entire nation given its full attention to the problem of restor- 
ing the former Confederate states, the difficulties would still have been all 
but insurmountable, but, despite the amount of oratory devoted to the sub- 
ject in the halls of Congress, this was not the sole, or even the primary, 
concern of most Americans in the years following the war. The real temper 
of the people was reflected not in the angry speeches in the Senate but in 
the rapid demobilization of the wartime armies. Southern forces disinte- 
grated promptly after the surrenders of Lee and Johnston. The Northern 
armies went to pieces almost as quickly. The Union legions tramped in 
grand review along Pennsylvania Avenue in Washington on May 23—24, 
1865. After that display the disbandment of the military forces proceeded 
rapidly. By August, 1865, 640,000 men had been mustered out; by No- 
vember 15, over 800, ooo. 1 By September 30, 1867, the army had a total 
strength of only 56,815 officers and men. "Of the great volunteer 
army . . . {wrote the adjutant general] there then remained in the serv- 

* Russ, "The Struggle between President Lincoln and Congress over Disfran- 
chisement of Rebels," Susquehanna Unit. Studies, III, 229 (Mar , 1948). 

1 Ann. Cye., 186$, 33. 
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ice but 203 officers, and no enlisted men.” 2 A year later the regular army 
numbered only 43,741 (soon to be considerably reduced); and the tradi- 
tional military policy of the United States (involving a small standing 
army, no peace-time conscription nor universal service, absence of a gen- 
eral staff, no system of inducting new men continuously into the army nor 
of using the professional force for the training of reserves, reliance upon 
special recruiting and possible wartime conscription for an emergency 
force) remained the basic army pattern of a spirited but unmilitarized 
people. 

Tired of war, most Americans wanted to get back to the business of 
making a living. To many the economic slump which immediately fol- 
lowed the peace seemed of as much importance as the future of the ex- 
Confederate states. Rendigs Fels has pointed out some of the difficulties 
in making the economic transition from war to peace: “A federal budget 
deficit of almost one billion dollars in the fiscal year 1865 — perhaps one 
seventh of national income— dropped to less than zero in 1866. The war- 
time speculative boom in wholesale prices collapsed early in 1865. . . . 
Pig-iron production [geared to war contracts] . . . fell from 1 , 1 3 6 thou- 
sand long tons in 1864 to 932 in 1865. One and a half million men who 
lad been directly or indirectly engaged in prosecuting the war were re- 
leased to the working force. In addition, the working force had to absorb a 
stream of 300,000 immigrants in each of the fiscal years 1866 and 1867, 
compared to 180,000 in 1865.” 2 In consequence, the cyclical contraction 
which began m April, 1865, continued until December, 1867. It was, 
however, relatively mild and was followed by a period of great prosperity. 
Between 1866 and 1878 agricultural output doubled in the United States. 

e number of miles of railroad operated in the United States leaped from 
I 5 ', J 1I '. l86 5 8i -747 in 1878. 4 Until 1873, therefore, the energies 

a d attention of the country were directed not so much toward the prob- 

fLm°^ reC ° n i trUCt T n i aS t0Ward the enjoyment of Prosperity; after that 
tention ? § depreSSi0n ° f l873 ~ l8 79 absorbed most men’s at- 

tinntt^lwT year 7 aw the emergence of unprecedented consolida- 
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after the war Andrew Carnegie gazed on a Bessemer converter and was en- 

2 I bid., 1867, 56. 

’ 7 S ’ '} merica “ Business Cycles, i 86 S - 1897, q 2 
Hist. Statistics of the U. S., 200. S ' 
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tranced, "Give it thirty thousand pounds of common pig iron, and presto! 
the whole mass was blown into steel.” • Funds were assembled; the firm of 
Carnegie, McCandlcss, and Company was organized with a capital of 
$700,000; the Edgar Thompson Steel Works were soon in operation; rail- 
road deals were negotiated; and the Carnegie syndicate soon commanded a 
group of consolidations including rolling mills, bridge works, and steel 
plants which constituted the largest system of steel properties ever mobi- 
lized under one management. In 1874 one Camegie mill set a world rec- 
ord by turning out a hundred tons of iron in one day. 

Meanwhile a world empire of oil had seen its bold beginnings when 
John D. Rockefeller at the age of twenty-six formed in 1865 a Cleveland 
firm which was reorganized in 1 870 as the Standard 0:1 Company of Ohio 
with a capital of $r ,000,000. From that point the business expanded by 
such leaps that in ten years it controlled ninety per cent of the refining 
business of the country. The later history of the enterprise as a huge con- 
solidation under the tide of Standard Oil Company of New Jersey with 
numerous subsidiaries docs not concern us here. What is relevant to the 
present theme is that the reconstruction era witnessed the germination of 
those methods by which the oil trust extended its power. Separate busi- 
nesses, according to these methods, were assembled under a set of trustees, 
a perfect formula for unimpeded control by a few at the top. Rivals were 
snuffed out by underselling campaigns in certain areas and by other prac- 
tices none too choice. Crude oil sources and transportation systems were 
extensile!)' acquired, huge selling organizations were set up, a species of 
pool known as the South Improvement Company was launched, and special 
rebates in freight charges were obtained by secret arrangements with rail- 
roads. Other branches of industry were not slow to catch step. Pillsbury 
applied the new capitalism in flour milling, Armour and Swift in meat 
packing, Jay Cooke in finance, Vanderbilt, Huntington, and others in rad- 
roads, Wells and Fargo in western express service. Practices of the Lincoln 
age were already outmoded. A race of industrial kings was coming upon 
the American scene. 

The cessation of war made it possible to restore scientific progress and 
renew the projects of ambitious inventors. Conspicuous among these was 
the Atlantic cable. This enterprise, promoted by such choice spirits as 
Cyrus and Dav id Dudley Field, Peter Cooper, S. F. B. Morse, Moses Tay- 
lor, and various Englishmen, had achieved only momentary success in 
1858. After the war the project was vigorously renewed. In 1865 the Great 
Eastern laid down twelve hundred mites of cable in the ocean, but the 
cable parted, and a fresh beginning had to be made. Success finally came in 
1866, and on July 27 of that year oceanic telegraph connection between 
America and Europe was achieved, never again to be broken. 

■ Herbert N. Carson, The Romance of Steel: the Story of a Thousand Mil- 
lionaire*, 83. 
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Engineering wonders such as the Brooklyn bridge (1872-1883) and 
the Eads bridge at St. Louis (1874) were altering both the visible and the 
spiritual horizon of the people. Inventions such as the telephone and type- 
writer were revolutionizing business methods. City life was quick to catch 
the tempo. Chicago, laid in ruins by a mammoth fire in 1871, was promptly 
rebuilt in brick and stone and from that time forward progressively lifted 
from the prairie mud and reclaimed from Lake Michigan. It rapidly be- 
came not only the business hub for the great Middle West but the focusing 
point of culture and (with sorry exceptions in politics) a center of inspir- 
ing endeavor. Though at the end of the reconstruction period the cities were 
backward in community planning and the substitution of paving systems for 
cobblestones and mud, and while many were boss-ridden, the measure 
of their progress in material things— in street lamps, palatial hotels, 
department stores, plate glass, elevators, elevated railroads, refrigerators, 
streetcars, and hackney cabs— was indeed generous. The multiplication of 
private mansions in tire cities to be tenanted by social nobodies suddenly 
raised to wealth demonstrated that social standards were becoming less a 
™ at , ter inhentance and background and more a matter of hard cash. 
Multimillionaires were numerous enough to cause Ward McAllister to feel 
concern for the fine old families and to bethink himself of erecting new 
arriers against those who sought to crash the gates of exclusive New York 
society by means of wealth alone. 


,„ n 7 h n e f WeSt .’ t0 °’ shared , in this Phenomenal postwar expansion. Thou- 
J f emigrants poured into the North Central states, eager to find 
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While thoughtful statesmen sought to deal with the problem by peaceful 
negotiation and such observance of contracts as would insure justice to 
the natives and protection to the pioneers, vicious forces were at work to 
defeat these ends by military encroachment, squatter violence, corruption 
among Indian agents, avarice in trading, shameful cheating, border feuds, 
and various "wars.” When George A. Custer fell with more than 2 50 of his 
men at the climax of the Sioux War in 1876, the tragedy of the Black Hills 
illustrated the desperation of the more warlike tribes in resisting expatria- 
tion, loss of tribal lands, white depredation, and destruction of inde- 
pendence. It was not alone Custer’s last stand : it marked the transition of 
the Indian problem from the day of heroics to that of commonplace reser- 
vation life. Already even in the West the Indian was becoming somewhat 
of a museum piece. It is an amusing misconception, prominent abroad and 
in the East, which has pictured western America as one vast Indian and 
buffalo country. The total number of Indians in the United States in 1871 
was estimated at only 321,000. It was a dwindling number, for in 1885 
the Indian population outside Alaska was mentioned as 260,000; 1 and the 
sight of a Comanche or Sioux unattached to a reservation or Wild West 
show was a rare event. 

In no field was the postwar business boom more evident than in rail- 
road building. The famous “driving of the last spike” near Ogden, Utah, 
on May 10, 1869, indicated with characteristic American flourish the 
completion of the first continental line. What followed was a veritable 
mania of railroad construction. It is significant that many of the prominent 
men of the time turned in some form to railroad effort, as in the case of 
Charles Francis Adams Cbrother of Henry), George B. McClellan, Robert 
Todd Lincoln, C. M. Depcw, and John A. Dix. Princely fees were being 
paid by the roads for the services of such a lawyer as William M. Evarts. 
Not only lines, but huge transportation systems, were built up. Leland 
Stanford and Collis Huntington in the Far West, Vanderbilt, Thompson, 
and Gould in the Hast, and numerous others in between, demonstrated 
the "killings” and fortunes obtainable in railroad enterprise. With Jay 
Gould and his confederate Jim Fisk capitalistic enterprise became a 
matter of manipulation, market rigging, and vicious plunder. While con- 
solidations were rapidly promoted to the accompaniment of rebates, 
pools, and discriminatory practices, and while lie puhlic was mulcted 
by huge frauds in the investment field, Federal regulation lagged and 
unethical practices even received governmental encouragement as in the 
Credit Mobdier scandal and excessive donations of public land and Federal 
bonds. 

The zeal with which the building of roads outran the needs of popula- 
tion and business was little short of fantastic. The expansive optimism 

* Obeiholtier, HI. 384; Richardson, Messages and Papers, VIII, 355, 
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of Mark Twain s Colonel Sellers in projecting his grand schemes on a shoe- 
string becomes more dian fiction when one turns to the census report on 
railroads and finds in sober official print scores of lines such as the “Horn 
Pond Branch Railroad Company,” the “Bells Gap Railroad Company,” the 
Duck River Valley N. G. Railroad Company,” or the “Paw Paw Railroad 
Company. 8 In 1870 there were 49,000 railroad miles for thirty-eight 
million people in America; in 1880 there were 87,000 for fifty million. 
Five years later, with 125,000 miles in operation, the United States had 
more than forty-five hundredths of die railway mileage of the world. 0 Not 
only die magnitude but also the equipment of the lines, with dieir Pull- 
man cars and Westinghouse brakes commanded admiration. On the other 
. nn ’ ac k regulation, haphazard planning, shallow and vicious capital- 
istic promotion, irresponsible management, disregard of die public and 
the stockholder, unnecessary construction, fraudulent finance, and many 

a uses were causing painful shock and indignant inquiry on the part of an 
outraged public. 1 

f ^° nf , r °" ting . the , se cconomic developments, most Northerners in the 
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speedy readmission of the Southern states; Eastern business Republicans, 
fearing "a blended Copperhead and Rebel ascendency,” which “could not 
help assailing the National Debt, disturbing the safeguards of our Na- 
tional Industry, and many other things equally provocative,” demanded 
that stringent conditions be met before the ex-Confederatc states were 
readmitted. 1 ’ As Howard K. Beale has concisely expressed this view, “If 
Southern economic interests had coincided with those of the rising indus- 
trial groups of the North, there would have been no Radical reconstruc- 
tion.” 14 

Though there is an clement of truth in this picture, it is largely a dis- 
tortion, for neither Western farmers nor Eastern businessmen formed any- 
thing like a solid political bloc. On each of the principal economic issues 
before the country, Eastern business views were characterized by “di- 
versity . . not uniformity”; ** while farmers, bashing in postwar pros- 
perity, did not attempt “large-scale organization to achieve their economic 
and political objectives" until after the panic of i S 7 3 On the whole it 
is more accurate to view the economic struggles of the reconstruction pe- 
riod not so much as a clcarcut sectional or even class fight but as "a con- 
test between opposing banking, investing, mercantile, industrial, labor, 
and agricultural interests that was fought out on intra-sectional as well as 
inter-sectional lines.” ” The point here to emphasize, however, is that these 
economic controversies both affected Northern views of the Southern ques- 
tion and kept the best brains in the nation from squarely facing the prob- 
lems of reconstruction. 


That the South in these postwar years desperately needed the best 
thought the country could give was only too apparent. The South had been 
broken by the war. Lands were devastated. Proud plantations were now 
mere wrecks. Billions of economic value in slaves had been wiped away 
by emancipation measures without that compensation which Lincoln him- 
self had admitted to be equitable. Difficult social problems presented them- 
selves in the sudden elevation of a servile race to the status of free laborers 
and enfranchised citizens. Accumulated capital had disappeared. Banks 
were shattered; factories were dismantled; the structure of business inter- 
course had crumbled. In Atlanta, Columbia, Mobile, Richmond, and 
many other places great havoc had been wrought by fire. 

The interior of South Carolina, in the wake of Sherman’s march, 

1* New York Tribune, quoted in Beale, loc. cit., 280. 

Beale, The Critical Year, 225. 

18 Irwin Unger, "Business Men and Specie Resumption,” Political Science 
Quart., LXXIV, 69 (Mar., 1959). 

»* Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, 104. 

*» Chester M. Destler, American RadtcaUtm, 49. 
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“looked for many miles like a broad black streak of ruin and desolation— 
the fences all gone; lonesome smoke stacks, surrounded by dark heaps of 
a? cinders, marking the spots where human habitations had stood; 

the he ds along the road wildly overgrown by weeds, with here and there a 
SIG VI ' n ^ P at:c h of cotton or com cultivated by negro squatters. In the 
ci o ° um * a • • • a thin fringe of houses encirclfed] a confused mass 
o c arred rums of dwellings and business buildings, which had been de- 
stroyed by a sweeping conflagration.” 1 The Tennessee valley, according to 
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our poor and distressed. . . . There is much in this that takes away the 
bitter sting ... of the past” * 

The war, as already noted, killed a quarter of a million soldiers of the 
South. The number of civilians that perished as a by-product of the struggle 
cannot be estimated. What had taken place was the collapse of a civili- 
zation. In one community in South Carolina, wrote a contemporary ob- 
server, "lived a gendeman whose income, when the war broke out, was 
rated at $150,000 a year. . . . Not a \estige of his whole vast property 
of millions remains today. Not far distant were the estates of a large pro- 
prietor and a well-known family, rich and distinguished for generations. 
The slaves are gone. The family is gone. A single scion of the house re- 
mains, and he peddles tea by the pound and molasses by the quart, on a 
corner of the old homestead, to the former slaves of the family, and thereby 
earns his livelihood." * 

A Louisiana citizen told a United States senator of a postwar visit to 
sugar plantations on the Bayou Tcche — the “garden spot of Louisiana.” 
In prewar days, he said, with the “Devil of Slavery” in the land, this re- 
gion presented a picture of fully cultivated fields, neady whitewashed 
cabins for the hands, and sugar houses of the best construction, making 
the whole scene a "paradise to the eye." Now, with the devil of slavery 
gone, sugar houses had been destroyed, fences burned, weeds and brush 
were taking possession, and not a plantation was in decent order. Planters 
were without money or credit, could not borrow, and had no means of 
hiring or maintaining hands. A Louisiana planter who in 186 r had a sugar 
crop worth $125,000 was brushing his own shoes and dispensing with 
house service in postwar days.’ From High Shoals, North Carolina, came 
an eye-witness account of conditions in that state : "almost thorough starva- 
tion from the failure of the last years crop"; “ten beggars here to one in 
Washington”; “whole families . . . coming in from South Carolina to 
seek food and obtain employment”; “agriculturists . . . entirely stripped 
by the Confederacy and . . . forced into the ranks to return to their poor 
wives and children destitute and unable to get any work.” Summing up 
the situation, this writer said: “A more completely crushed country I have 
seldom witnessed.” “The great majority,” he added, "are as loyal to the 
Union as I could wish to see them.” * 

Areas lately within the Confederacy were treated as conquered prov- 

* Ann. Cyc., 1865, 39»-393- 

* J. S. Pike, The Prostrate State: South Carolina under Negro Government, 
118-119. 

f IV. G. Eliot to John Sherman, Feb. ay, 1867, Sherman MSS. (Libr. of 
Congress). 

* Captain Charles Wilkes to O. H. Browning, Aug. if, 1 866, Letters of 
O. H. Browning (MSS), HI. State Hist. Libr. 
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inces and Federal troops were kept in occupation of the principal towns. 
The presence of these Federal soldiers, many of them Negroes, at a time 
when Southern armies had been disbanded and the wearing of the South- 
ern uniform prohibited, was referred to by the Alabama legislature as "a 
constant source of irritation to the people . . . [which had] doubtless pro- 
voked at various times unpleasant collisions.” D It was not merely that 
violence and even death resulted from clashes between the soldiers and ex- 
Confederates; the white people felt shocked and insulted by Negro troops 
in their midst, being jostled from the sidewalks by dusky guards” among 
whom they recognized, in some cases, their former servants. 10 

Transportation, meager and primitive enough before the war, was 
now in a pitiful state after the destruction incidental to military operations. 
Roads had fallen into disrepair; horses and mules, and the food to support 
them, became "scarce and dear”; "wagons and ambulances were about the 
only vehicles which remained fit.” 11 On Mississippi’s main north-and-south 
line the stations were burned, the rolling stock had disappeared, and most 
of the roadbed and the bridges had been destroyed.” 12 The thoroughness 
of railroad destruction in Georgia has already been noted. The Charleston 
and Savannah road was "a mere wreck; every bridge and trestle was de- 
stroyed, including the magnificent and costly bridges over the Ashley, 
Edisto and Savannah rivers; the depot in Charleston was burned, as well 
as the depots and buildings at eleven of the way stations, and nearly the 
? UP 7^ d ° Se ° f the War f0und Greenville and Co- 
don bv ;r a sad ; ic rr onIy of Federai ^ °f reqmsi- 
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bUt \ nstable P° Btical conditions, fraud, mis- 
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the work of rehabilitation slow and difficult 

If space permitted it would be of interest to note the reaction of par- 
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been "inflexibly opposed" to the secession of Virginia and refused to change 
his vote cast in convention against the ordinance. After hostilities opened 
he voted to ratify the ordinance, he said, “not because I approved it, but 
because I believed that [otherwise] ... we should have an internecine 
war added to the civil war which had already been inaugurated." During 
the war he usually abstained from public affairs; and “all assistance I gave 
to die Confederate cause [he declared] was by feeding the hungry” and 
otherwise assisting in soldier relief. His sympathies were, however, natu- 
rally with his own people and he was proud of their wartime gallantry 
and honor. After the surrender of Lee he prepared and signed a call for 
a mass meeting in Augusta County in order to facilitate restoration; later in 
the same year he was chosen by his district for membership in the Federal 
Congress in a campaign in which he urged his opposition to secession as a 
reason for his choice in the hope that it would appeal to conservative men 
in the North. 1 ’ 

There were many Johnsons and Stuarts; but on the other hand there 
were conspicuous cases of Southerners to whom defeat seemed unbearable. 
General Early first betook himself to Mexico; then he went to Canada; 
after that he sought unsuccessfully to promote the emigration of ex- 
Confederates to New Zealand. The scientist Matthew Fontaine Maury 
sought after the war to bring about a similar colonization of former Con- 
federates in Mexico; J. P. Benjamin, escaping through Florida and the 
Bahamas, made his way to England, where he became Queen's counsel 
and practiced law with distinction. Breckinridge departed to Europe via 
the Florida Keys and Cuba. Edmund Ruffin, bequeathing unmitigated 
hatred of Yankees to Southerners yet unbom, ended his life by a pistol shot. 

3 

For most Southerners Lee’s surrender did not mark the end of life 
but the beginning of a difficult period of readjustment to new conditions. 
The section's most urgent problems were not political but economic. The 
Southern transportation system had been totally disrupted; Southern banks 
and insurance companies were bankrupt; Southern industry had col- 
lapsed; Southern lands were worn out In x 866, it is estimated, the average 
value of land in the Carohnas, Georgia, the Gulf states, and Arkansas, 
n 'as less than one-half of that in t86o. x 

With astonishing alacrity Southerners of both races set about rebuild- 
ing their war-tom section, and the speed of their recovery was impressive. 
Railroad building went on apace. Not merely were the dilapidated pre- 

A. F. Robertson, A. H. H. Stuart, 239-250. CAs with other congressmen 
elected in the South in 1865, Stuart was denied a seat.) 

1 Theodore Salutos, "Southern Agriculture and the Problems of Readjustment, 
1865-1877, ’’ Agr. Hist., XXX, 6i (Apr., (956). 
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war lines entirely rebuilt, but between 1865 and 1879 some 7,000 addi- 
tional miles of railroad were constructed in the South— nearly 5,000 miles 
m the states east of Texas. 2 Manufacturing also flourished. In i860 there 
had oeen about 300,000 cotton spindles in the South, and most of these 
were worn out during the war; by 1880, the South “had a total of 158 
[cotton] mi , with 533,000 spindles, 11,800 looms, and a total invest- 
ment o $17,000,000. 3 To counteract the customary depressing picture 

?.. reC ° ns * ;ruc ^ on era> i s helpful to remember that in a devastated 
state hke Tennessee during the single decade 1860-1870 the number of 
manufacturing establishments increased from 2,572 to 5,317 that the 
otal n Um be r of workers employed leaped from 12,500 to 19,400, and 
at the value added to goods by manufacturing mounted from $8,000,000 
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creasing from 5491I09 to 1,252,249, and their average size was cut in 
half, from 365 to 157 acres, historians have frequently been misled into 
asserting that the reconstruction period saw the widespread abandonment 
of the plantation system and the division of large estates into small hold- 
ings. In fact, such figures must be regarded with great skepticism, since 
the census takers listed all owners, renters, and sharecroppers in the South 
as separate farmers. Generalization on this subject is hazardous, because 
the evidence is scattered and few studies have been made, but there actu- 
ally appears to hate been a further concentration of land ownership during 
the postwar years. Professor Coulter points out that "from i860 to 
1880 . . . there was a large increase in the number of farms over 100, 
over 500, and over 1,000 acres” in the South.’ Using tax rolls, which are 
far more reliable than census returns, Roger W. Shugg has shown that, in 
nine parishes of Louisiana, the proporUon of land in plantations larger 
than 100 acres more than doubled between i860 and 1880.* Undoubt- 
edly the hardships of the reconstruction era brought some changes in land 
ownership, but they did not disrupt the traditional Southern pattern of 
large plantations. 

In other ways, however, the collapse of the Confederacy did produce a 
marked change in the structure of Southern agricultural life. Although the 
Negroes did not to any considerable extent become independent land- 
owners,' they were reluctant to stay in their communal quarters of slate 
days and, almost immediately after the war, were able to force "white 
competitors, for their labor in the expanding cotton fields, to establish 
them on separate farms in houses scattered over the land." 'This abandon- 
ment of the communal character of the Southern plantation," Francis B. 
Simkins observes, "bestowed upon the Negroes the American farmer’s 
ideal of independent existence." 10 

The Negro was economically independent only in a limited sense, how- 
ever, for the huge majority of the colored race remained on the farms as 
laborers. The end of slavery meant that some new scheme for the employ- 
ment of the fr eedmen had to be worked out, and the years immediately 
after the war saw much experimentation with rival labor systems. “In 
general," as Oscar Zeichner has shown, “during the first few years after 
1865, wage labor prevailed on the plantations.” At first the average wage 
varied from two to eighteen dollars a month in the old cotton country on 

T Coulter, 214. 

• Dr. Shugg's figures show 31.29 per cent of all land in these parishes held 
in plantations of over too acres in i860 and 68.21 per cent in such holdings in 
1880. Shugg, Origins of Class Straggle in Louisiana, 240. 

* For example, in Georgia in 1880, "Negroes . . . owned 586,664 acres out 
of a total area of 37,700,000 acres." Coulter, 112. 

1“ Simians, "New Viewpoints of Southern Beconjcnrction,’' V, 52 £Feb., 
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die seaboard, with slightly higher rates prevailing in the west. In 1867 
wages rose to between $100 and $158 a year, but, after the bad crop 
failure of that year, there was a marked decline in 1868. Neither whites 
nor Negroes were satisfied with the system. The freedmen complained 
diat food rations were not merely “of the cheapest sort, but they were also 
radier scanty. Plantation discipline was especially harsh. . . . The failure 
of the planter to pay his hands adequate wages . . . also made the la- 
borer more resdess. Employers, on the other hand, found wage payments 
a drain on their meager stores of capital, a problem that became more acute 
after die poor crops of 1866 and 1867; they complained that the Negroes 
would draw their pay during the slack months only to abscond when the 
cotton had to be picked; and, in general, they declared that the wage system 
failed to give them adequate control of their labor force. 11 

As a result, the practice of cropping gradually developed in the South. 
In general the system meant that the employer furnished die land, seed, 
tools, and direction, that the employees (usually Negroes) supplied the 
abor and that die two divided in a fixed ratio whatever crop was pro- 
duced. Ordinarily,” writes Rosser H. Taylor, “when the landlord furnished 
die tools, te am, and tenement, die cropper was given one-half of the 
crop. ... 11 e sharecropping was the most common form of dependent 

land tenure, there were various other types of tenancy. 'Standing rent’ in- 
vo ved the renting of land for a specified amount of produce— usually lint 
cotton. There was also cash rent which was accounted standing rent. Under 
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try storekeepers knew when each man would pick his crop; and when a 
sharecropper weighed his cotton, both planter and storekeeper were wait- 
ing to collect their portions.” Observing the rise of this new mercantile 
middle d3ss in the South, a rural editor remarked, "The country store- 
keeper has risen to the dignity of the country merchant." 15 

Just as the cropper had to go into debt to the planter and the store- 
keeper, so the landowner had to borrow money from the merchant and the 
banker, who soon replaced the ante-bellum cotton and tobacco factor in 
Southern economic life. 'Thus,” Professor Shannon remarks, "there arose 
the crop-lien system, under which the farmer pledged his crop, to be 
handled by the merchant when it was harvested.” The system was a vicious 
one from every point of view. "Low prices for cotton, and high costs of all 
provisions, got the farmer into a perpetual state of indebtedness, so year 
after year he merely struggled to clean the slate for a new start. Until this 
could be done, he was wholly at the mercy of the merchant as to what 
he might buy and how much, what he should grow and the acreage of it, 
and how he should manage each detail of his work ” 14 One should not, 
however, imagine that the system enormously enriched the merchants and 
bankers of the South, for low prices, crop failures, and absconding laborers 
drastically cut into their profits; besides, they were heavily in debt them- 
selves to Northern investors and banking houses. 

The principal result of the sjstcm was to make the South more than 
ever a one-crop economy. Because of the piled-up debts, the banker pressed 
the planter, and the planter pressed the cropper to produce only crops that 
had a ready money value, chiefly tobacco, sugar, and, especially, cotton. 
In terms of total output of these staples the South made a remarkable 
recovery in the reconstruction period. The number of bales of cotton pro- 
duced in 1859 had been 4,508,000; in 1870, despite all the uncertainties 
of the postwar adjustment, it was 4,025,000; in 1880, it reached 
6, 357, 000. 15 Even in agriculture, however, Southern output fell relative 
to that of the rest of the country, and the section as a whole remained 
desperately poor. 

4 

This social and economic rehabilitation of the South naturally did not 
await upon political adjustment, for the background of which one must 
go back to the efforts of the Lincoln administration in the midst of war. 
Characteristically, Lincoln approached the difficult problems of recoostruc- 

18 William E. Highsmith, “Louisiana Landholding during War and Recon- 
struction,” La. HjsI. Quart , XXXVIII, 51 (Jan., 1955). 

14 Fred A. Shannon, T he Farmer's Last Frontier, 90—91. 

>* Hist. Statistics of the United States, 108— sag. The year rSyg has been 
chosen rather than i860 because the crop in the former was more typical of the 
prewar Southern output. 
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tion with an open mind and an absence of commitment. As Federal troops 
overran the South, some sort of civil government had to be re-established, 
and the President, as commander-in-chief, had to act. In the later, un- 
skillful hands of his successor Lincoln’s tentative proposals were converted 
into dogmas, but it is important to remember that while Lincoln was alive 
his views on reconstruction were constantly changing. A shrewd observer 
like James G. Blaine felt that Mr. Lincoln had no fixed plan for the re- 
construction of the States.” 1 


Lincoln s initial experiment with reconstruction came early in the 
war in his dealings with the border states. In both Maryland and Kentucky 
he learned that Federal troops were needed to uphold Unionist govern- 
ments, and in Missouri, after Governor Claiborne Jackson joined the Con- 
federates, Federal commanders reassembled the Missouri convention, which 
then declared state offices vacant and proceeded to fill the governorship 
vwth Hamilton R. Gamble. 2 From this experience, as Professor William B. 
Hesseltine points out, Lincoln derived his basic conception of reconstruc- 
tion procedure, the idea of installing a new governor under military aus- 
pices and with whatever popular support he could marshal.” 3 The Presi- 
dent further adapted this basic idea in 1862, when he appointed Andrew 
Johnson military governor of Tennessee and gave him "such powers as may 
e necessary an proper to enable the loyal people of Tennessee to present 
such a republican form of State government, as will entitle the State to the 
guaranty of the United States therefor, and to be protected under such 

vLtnce7" nment ’ y United Stat6S againSt invasion and domestic 
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3 Ibid., VII, 53-56. 
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restoration difficult by intrusting the reconstruction of a state not to a 
minority ready for future loyalty, but to a majority whose Unionism was a 
matter of past conduct. Under authority of the provisional governor an 
enrollment of white male citizens was to be made. If the persons taking 
oath to support the Constitution of the United States should amount to a 
majority of those enrolled, the loyal people were to be invited to choose a 
constitutional convention for the launching of a new state government; 
but no one who had held office, state or Confederate, "under the rebel usur- 
pation,” or had voluntarily borne arms against the United States, should be 
permitted to tote or sene as delegate at such election.’ Jn the new govern- 
ments to be set up slavery was to be prohibited, the “rebel" debt was to be 
repudiated, and no office-holder under the "usurping power" (with minor 
exceptions) should “tote for or be a member of the legislature or gov- 
ernor." 7 

So fundamental was the difference between Lincoln and his Congress 
on this matter that a deadlock resulted between the executive and legisla- 
tive branches. By a pocket veto the President prevented the Wade-Davis bill 
from becoming law. He then issued a rather eccentric proclamation an- 
nouncing that while he was unprepared to approve the bill (thus making 
it the only possible plan of restoration and causing his new-formed govern- 
ments in Louisiana and Arkansas to be held for naught) he was neverthe- 
less satisfied with the measure "as one very proper plan for the loyal people 
of any State choosing to adopt it.” * He stood ready to direct military gov- 
ernors to proceed according to the bill in such states as might wish to com- 
ply with its provisions. By this proclamation the President signified his 
readiness to give effect to a mere proposal — a bill that never became law — 
and he left the Southern people with two alternatives: they might take his 
plan, which involved no disfranchisement of their leading citizens, or that 
of Congress which involved that and other distasteful features. 

None of the Southern states accepted the alternative of coming in 
under the Wade-Davis bill; but under Lincoln's various schemes recon- 
struction was started and carried forward to his own satisfaction in Ten- 
nessee, Louisiana, Arkansas, and Virginia. The President watched with par- 
ticular care the progress of his plan in Louisian?, which had been under 
military occupation since the spring of 1862. There in April, 1864, a con- 
vention created a constitution under which slavery was prohibited. The 

• The privilege of voting for delegates to the state constitutional conventions 
was limited by this bill to those who would swear that the]' had never voluntarily 
home arms against the United States, nor given aid to persons in armed hostility 
thereto, nor had voluntanly supported any hostile "pretended government.” This 
oath originally appeared in the Federal act of July 2, 1862, and reappeared in 
various pieces of later legislation. It was known as the ‘'iron-clad” test oath. U. S. 
Suit, at targe, XU, 502. 

7 Richardson, Messages and Papers, VI, 223-226. 

» Lincoln, Collected Works, VII, 433. 
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popular vote in favor of this constitution was 6836 as compared to 1566 
for rejection. 0 The affirmative vote being more than ten per cent of the 
voters in i860, Lincoln extended his support to the new state government; 
and on his part the state was treated as if restored to the Union. The Federal 
conscription act was enforced in the state in 1864. Elections to state and 
Federal offices were held the same year; but their validity even under state 
law was challenged. Uncertainty concerning the Louisiana question con- 
tinued till Lincoln’s death; ultimately the state found it necessary to go the 
road of reconstruction which Congress was later to prescribe. 

Lincoln s ten-per-cent plan in Arkansas was likewise unsuccessful. A 


restoration movement was launched in that state to satisfy the President’s 
wishes, and in March, 1864, a Unionist constitution was carried by 
12,177 to 226 votes as compared with 54,000 voters in i860. 10 Both the 
convention and the election, however, were irregular; and, according to 
T. S. Staples, “conditions were such in March, 1864, that a perfectly regu- 
lar election was out of the question.” 11 Slavery was abolished, and a work- 
ing free state government was launched that served for state purposes, 
but that government never proved satisfactory to Congress. On June 29, 
1864, the United States Senate, after prolonged debate, concluded that 
Arkansas was not entitled to representation; and accordingly Messrs. Fish- 
back and Baxter were denied seats as senators. 12 

In Tennessee steps had been taken by the close of the war which were 
claimed by one faction to be a full compliance with Lincoln’s ten-per-cent 
plan, while another faction branded the measures as irregular. A civil gov- 
ernment under Union control had existed in that state since the appoint- 
men of Andrew Johnson as military governor in 1862; and ordinary func- 
Pons of state government had been performed under Johnson’s direction 
1 Federal military aid throughout the remainder of the war. A state 
convention met in Nashville in September, 1864, followed by a second 
nvention in January which claimed constituent powers; but a 7 large ele- 
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Tennessee had met Lincolns conditions as to reconstruction. Presidential 
electors for Lincoln and Johnson had been chosen somewhat irregularly in 
November, 1864, thus emphasizing the efforts of a portion of the state to 
return to the Union. These electors, however, were not counted in the 
electoral vote as received in 1865, albeit Andrew Johnson, a citizen of 
Tennessee, was declared to be duly elected Vice-President. A somewhat 
anomalous situation existed as to Tennessee’s representation in Congress. 
The state had members in the lower house of the Thirty-Seventh Congress 
Ci 861—1863); but in the Thirtv-Eighth C 1863—1865) it had neither con- 
gressmen nor senators. Lincoln’s plan to have Johnson as military governor 
appoint senators was not carried out; 11 and when the Thirty-Ninth Congress 
assembled in December of 1865 representation was again denied the state, 
though its citizen was then President. 

In Virginia also a situation existed which, by ignoring realities and ac- 
cepting legal fictions, could be interpreted as offering a nominal Unionist 
government. The "restored government" of Virginia (to be distinguished 
from the government of West Virginia) had, as stated above, 1 * endured 
as a straw government with its capital at Alexandria; and it went so far 
as to formulate a new state constitution under which slavery was abolished. 
Unionism established, and the franchise altered. Full recognition of this 
government at Washington was sought in the later stages of the war, but 
representation was for the most part denied in Congress. In the Thirty- 
Eighth Congress (1863-1865) Virginia was not represented in the lower 
house, while in the Thirty-Ninth and Fortieth Congresses it had no repre- 
sentation in either house. 1 ’ When reconstruction was finally effected for 
Virginia it was done by a process which ignored the “restored gov emment” 
of Francis H. Pierpoint despite the fact that this government had been con- 
sidered competent to consent to the creation of the new state, and has for 
certain other purposes (e.g., the fixing of the boundary and the apportion- 
ment of the state debt) been recognized in later ) ears by both Virginia and 
the United States. Thus it appears that the only states within the Con- 
federacy which had any representation in the Federal Congress during the 
war were Virginia and Tennessee, and in the case of both representation 
was partial. 

Lincoln never succeeded in putting his plan of reconstruction into full 
effect in any state. The ineffectiveness of his well meant efforts is empha- 
sized by the concessions he made to the Radicals of Congress. Not only 
did he give partial recognition to the Wade-Davis plan in his proclamation 

1* Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, aaj n. 

»* See pp. 236-24*. 

1 a Randall, op. ctt., 46 3 S. 

>• The attitude of the Virginia courts in the postwar period hat been to recog- 
nize the legal validity of the Unionist (Pierpoint) government. Virginia vs. West 
Virginia, li Wallace 39; J. G. Randall in Pol. Sci. Quar., XXX, 5S3 B. 
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of July, 1864, accepting it as one method of reconstruction; he signed un- 
der protest the joint resolution which excluded from the electoral count 
of 1865 all the eleven states of the former Confederacy, including those 
which had complied with the requirements of his own plan of restoration. 17 
In a letter to certain citizens of Tennessee he stated (October 22, 1864) 
that the President is charged with no duty in the conduct of a presiden- 
tial election in any State”; and in a tone which contrasts strikingly with his 
confident assumption of authority in other fields, he declared that the de- 
termination as to the counting of electoral votes belonged "not to the mili- 
tary agents, nor yet to the Executive Department, but exclusively to another 
department of the Government,’ i.e., Congress. 18 His pleading for support 
toward the close of the war shows a feeling of apprehension that his plan 
would encounter serious obstacles in the legislative branch. 

It is a relief to turn from these futile details to the general principles 
of reconstruction as Lincoln expounded them. In a speech at Washington 
three days before the assassination (April n, 1865) he reviewed the 
whole subject. The question whether the seceded states were in tire Union 
or out of it he dismissed as a "pernicious abstraction,” "good for nothing 
at all. “We all agree [he said] that the . . . Slates ... are out of their 
proper practical relation with the Union; and that the sole object of the 
government . . . is to again get them into that proper practical relation.” 
He would have all join in the restoration and each indulge his own opinion 
as to whether the states were being brought back into the Union or had 
never left it. He dwelt upon the case of Louisiana and answered objections 
to the new government set up in that commonwealth. As to the denial of 
Aip Z C ° n » Cn r, Said diat Fe W0ldd have preferred enfranchising 
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with the significant statement that he was at that time considering “some 
new announcement to the people of the South.” " 

Assassination, coming soon after, prevented this announcement from 
being made, and even its general tenor is a matter of speculation. It is 
clear that on the last day of Lincoln's life he again discussed reconstruction 
with his cabinet and that some of his advisers were unwilling to approve 
a settlement upon very lenient terms. Stanton presented to the cabinet "a 
project for military occupation as a preliminary step toward the reorgani- 
zation of the Southern states, Virginia and North Carolina to be combined 
in a single military district.” Welles strongly objected to this proposed de- 
struction of the individuality of the states, and Lincoln sustained him, w ith- 
out, however, completely repudiating Stanton's proposal. Instead, he urged 
his Secretary of War to revise his plan and to present it at the next cabinet 
meeting." Those present at the conference disagreed as to what the Presi- 
dent’s own views were. Seward later declared that Lincoln was contem- 
plating a move similar to President Johnson's proclamation of May 29, 
1865.“ On the other hand, Attorney-General Speed thought the President 
was coming to accept Radical views and quoted him as admitting that he 
"had perhaps been too fast in his desires for early reconstruction.” ** 

Eiforts toward reconstruction during the war did not serve to further 
the cause materially nor to clarify the principles involved. As often hap- 
pens in the American system of government. President and Congress had 
worked at cross purposes, and nothing substantial had been accomplished. 
Lincoln’s purpose had been to anticipate the need for reconstruction, to 
have a definite method formulated, to bring this method progressively into 
operation as military success brought more and more territory under Union 
control, to prepare the people for the resumption of statehood in the Union 
as a thing to be taken for granted when hostilities ceased, and to have the 
movement sufficiently under way so that the completion of the further steps 
at the end of the war would be easy and natural. He would countenance 
imperfections for the sake of a speedy and generous restoration of the states. 
On such matters as pardon, cessation of punitive measures, confiscation of 
property, and even compensation of slaveholders, he would be generous 
both to the leaders and to the rank and file in the South. Persecution and 
vindictiveness were out of die picture so far as his plans were concerned. 
His scheme was offhand and practical rather than legally perfect, and it 
rested upon extraordinary (though benevolent) uses of executive and mili- 
tary power in the South; but such national executive power he hoped soon 
to replace by complete home rule. In its viewing of fundamentals the plan 

t» Ibid., VIII, 3 99-405- 

*® Randall and Current, Lincoln the President, IV, 36a. 

21 House Report No. 7, 40 Cong, 1 sess., 78-79 (first Pagination), 401 (sec- 
ond pagination). 

22 Donald, ed.. Inside Lincoln’s Cabinet, 268. 
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was motivated by a magnanimous purpose to restore normal relations at 
the earliest possible moment. 1 he opposition of Congress, however, left 
the whole subject in deadlock; and the opportunity to bring tire states back, 
while tire sentiment tor quick restoration was strong on both sides, was 
definitely lost. 

5 

Lincoln s^ successor did not dally in his efforts to bring about a prompt 
restoration of the South to the Union. The change of administration was 
effected as quietly as the excited times would permit and tire cabinet re- 
mained unchanged. The new President’s views on the treatment of the 
Southerners underwent modifications; but by a month after Lincoln’s assassi- 
nation they had crystallized into a form which they retained throughout 
the coining struggles. His first comments had a radical tone. "Treason is a 
crime, he said to a New Hampshire delegation soon after assuming office, 
and must be punished as a crime. ... It must not be excused as an un- 
successful rebellion to be . . . forgiven. It is a crime before which all 
other crimes sink into insignificance. ...’’> These vindictive expres- 
sion:,, however, represented only a passing phase. After Johnson had settled 
cown to t it leavy duties of his new task, he attempted to carry out what 
le uiu eistooi to ic Lincolns policy, omitting, however, the ten-per-cent 
aspect of his predecessor’s program. In his proclamations, letters, messages, 
and speeches lie showed that reconstruction in its manifold phases had as- 
sumed in lus mind a definite pattern. To Johnson the war had had only 
\\o objectives, Union and freedom; he never subscribed to what C. Vann 
\\ oodwaixl has called the "third war aim," the Radicals’ demand for equal- 
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Various summaries of his policy are to be found; but perhaps the most 
complete is his regular message to Congress under date of December 6, 
1865.® The message dwelt in extravagant terms, after the manner of Amer- 
ican political leaders, upon the perfection of the Constitution, the greatness 
of the American system of republican government, and the superior wis- 
dom of its framers. For the preservation of the government, he said, the 
rights of the states were essential. Finding the states broken from the effects 
of civil war, with Federal armies in occupation in the seceded common- 
wealths, the President had at the first to decide whether military rule in 
the South was to be continued. The indefinite prolongation of military rule 
he considered intolerable. Such a course would divide the people into van- 
quished and vanquishers, engender hatred, entail incalculable expense, 
discourage immigration, and foist upon the South a host of dependents 
upon the Federal government extracting profit from the miseries of their 
fellow citizens and extending over a vast population such a widespread 
power of national patronage as he, himself, would be most reluctant to 
exercise. In sum, the motive actuating his course was that of restoring the 
"rightful energy of the General Government and of the States." 

Assuming office in April, the new President faced a long recess of Con- 
gress, and in the months from April to December, when Congress would 
convene in regular session, he was free to act without congressional "inter- 
ference.” One of the matters that are usually given central place in histori- 
cal discussions concerning reconstruction is the tiresome controversy as to 
whether restoration was a "presidential function" or a "congressional func- 
tion.” The amount of editorial ink and political oratory devoted to this con- 
troversy is amazing. This phase of the dispute was prominent in the strug- 
gle between Lincoln and his Congress; it was given the greatest emphasis 
in the complex squabbles of the Johnson administration. Even more im- 
portant in many minds than the solemn issue whether the states had "per- 
dured” or whether they had, as Sumner said, committed the crime of state 
suicide * was the question whether Congress or the President should control 
the restoration of the Union. Writers have usually taken this subject seri- 
ously as a substantial question of real importance which had to be answered 
by Yes or No. Yet sound governmental principles would seem clearly to 
have demanded that reconstruction be regarded as a matter on which 
President and Congress should cooperate. The function could hardlv be 
considered either presidential or congressional. Lincobi seems to have given 

» Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 1 sess., app., x-5. The message fairly expressed the 
President's thoughts, though historians accept the conclusion of Professor Dunning 
that it was penned by George Bancroft. Proceedings, Mass. Hist Soc., XIX, 39s- 
405 (Not., 1905). 

* . the State being, according to the language of the law, felo-de-se, 

ceases to exist” Resolution offered by Charles Sumner, U. S. Senate. Feb. ri, 186* 
Cong. Globe, 37 Cong., 2 sess., 73&-717- 
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insufficient heed to the function of Congress in the admission of the states; 
and Congress in Lincoln s day was needlessly aroused in its insistence on its 
own authority. Unless the executive and legislative branches could work to- 
gether on reconstruction, efForts toward governmental action would be 
largely futile. 

This weakness, which would seem to be an inherent defect in the 
American system as distinguished from the parliamentary system of gov- 
ernment, was a leading factor in that unfortunate deadlock and delay 
which ended ultimately in a series of congressional measures that proved 
a failure when applied to the South. Not the least of the afflictions from 
which the country sufFered during reconstruction was that governmental 
paralysis which resulted from lack of coordination between the executive 
and legislative departments. Substantial objects and issues were beclouded 
by a confusion of authority which in a parliamentary form of government 
would never have existed. The logic of the situation in April, 1865, called 
tor a special session of Congress; but die President viewed the situation 
otherwise, and there was little in die temper of congressional leaders to 
encourage him Seeking to steal a march on his legislature, and to confront 
hem with a fait accompli on the assembling of Congress, he found an- 
agonism so solidified that his whole program was set aside. 

The steps taken in 1865 under the President’s direction covered die 
whole process of state remaking; and by December every one of die seceded 
states except Texas had fulfilled the President’s requirements, had elected 
Federal representatives and senators (most of whom had arrived in Wash- 
ington) and stood ready for recognition. Resting fundamentally on Lin- 
olns plan, Johnson s method applied also some of the features of the 
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held civil office under the Confederate government and those who had mis- 
treated prisoners. Pardon was again announced in Johnson's proclamation 
of May 29, 1865,® with exceptions similar to those of Lincoln; and a new 
condition was made: general amnesty did not automatically include those 
whose taxable property exceeded $20,000. To those excepted from general 
pardon, however, there remained the possibility of special pardon by peti- 
tion; and much of Johnson’s time was occupied in the granting of thou- 
sands of these special pardons, his policy in this respect being quite liberal. 
Later proclamations of general pardon indicated a relaxation of the condi- 
tions; and finallv the presidential process of unconditional pardon was 
made complete by the proclamation of December 25, 1868, in which 
President Johnson declared "unconditionally, and without reserva- 
tion, ... a full pardon and amnesty for the offence of treason against 
the United States, or of adhering to their enemies during the late civil 
war, with restoration of all rights, privileges, and immunities under the 
Constitution and the laws. ...” 1 


6 

Simultaneously with the amnesty edict (May 29, 1865) came the 
President’s important proclamation appointing W. YV. Holden provisional 
governor of North Carolina. In this document the President’s scheme of 
restoration was outlined. The provisional governor was instructed to call a 
convention to be chosen by the "loyal” people of the state to make consti- 
tutional changes and prepare the state for Federal restoration. The amnesty 
oath (to support the Constitution of the United States) was to be required 
of the delegates and those electing them; 1 but when the convention should 
assemble it was to prescribe permanent voting and officcholding qualifica- 
tions for the state. The President definitely stated that the determination 
of these qualifications was “a power [which] the people of the . . . 
States . . ■ have rightfully exercised from the origin of the Government 
to the present time.” Temporarily civil government for the state was to be 
administered under the authority of the provisional governor, while Fed- 
eral functions, executive and judicial, were to be resumed by the proper 
officials. 1 In view of later developments it is important to remember that, 
according to Stanton’s statement, this reconstruction policy was not a mere 

* Richardson, Message j and Papers, VI, 310-3 1 a. 

* 17. S. Sul at Large, XV, 71 1. It should he noted, however, that this presi- 
dential amnesty was largely incilcctual, since under the Fourteenth Amendment the 
pardoning poster was vested in Congress. J. T. Dorris, Pardon and Amnesty under 
Lincoln and Johnson, 356—361. 

» The amnesty oath was a pledge “henceforth" to support the Consutution and 
the Union, together with the laws concerning emancipation. It is not to be con- 
fused with the “iron-clad" test oath prescribed by Congress. 

* Richardson, Messages and Papers, VI, 312—314. 
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creation of Johnson’s brain. It was fully discussed in the cabinet, no mem- 
ber of which expressed “a doubt of the power of the executive branch of 
the government to reorganize state governments which had been in re- 
bellion without the aid of Congress.” 3 

Identical proclamations were issued for the other seceded states, and 
in each state the process of political and constitutional restoration was soon 
launched by the provisional governors. Taking the state of Alabama as an 
example, Governor Parsons (provisional governor) issued regulations pre- 
scribing in detail the method of procedure under the President’s orders. 
Existing laws of Alabama, except in the matter of slavery, were kept in 
force. Extralegal agencies for punishing offenders, not authorized bv the 
laws of the state, such as vigilance committees,” were prohibited; and the 
people were reminded that Federal military rule could not be withdrawn 
until orderly resumption of civil government had been effected . 4 

In general the provisional governors avoided any tone of oppression 
and struck the note of friendly cooperation. “Every generous heart,” said 
Governor Hamilton in his proclamation to the people of Texas, "will 
feel . . . that the Government of the United States seeks not, and never 
has sought, to humiliate the people of the South. It but asks them to be 
friends rather than enemies.” 5 In this mood the transitional steps were in 
general quietly taken. In keeping with the President’s theory that the peo- 
ple of each Southern state had been "deprived ... of all civil govern- 
ment 0 by reason of the rebellion, existing governors and legislatures 
(t lose belonging to the regime of the Confederacy) ceased to function, es- 
pecially as most of the legislatures were not then in session. Immediately 
upon assuming power in each state, the provisional governor used his ap- 
pointive power to continue in office such existing state officers as judges, 
treasurers, sheriffs, tax collectors, etc., on condition of taking the oath, or 
to appoint others in their stead. Decrees of the state courts in ordinary civil 
and criminal matters were confirmed. Martial law during the transitional 
process was continued m each state, but without anv of the attributes of 
terrorism, violence, or menace to the tranquillity of the people. Federal 
roops remained in occupation; and besides the provisional governor there 
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In general these conventions made null or repealed the ordinances of seces- 
sion, abolished slavery, and repudiated such part of the state debt as was 
contracted for the prosecution of the war. State governments were so re- 
organized as to comply with Johnson’s program, dates being set for the elec- 
tion of new state officers and for representatives in Congress. The newly 
chosen legislatures met, ratified the antislavery amendment to the Federal 
Constitution, and chose United States senators. When in each state the 
necessary steps had been completed to the satisfaction of the government 
at Washington, Secretary of State Seward issued a proclamation retiring 
the provisional governor whose functions were surrendered to the regular 
governor chosen by the people. 

Such were the main steps by which the states put the President's plan 
into operation. It was a program that did not disfranchise the ex-Confcd- 
erates. The fundamental principle was that the new governments were 
based not upon a denial of political rights because of past conduct, but 
upon a policy which recognized a return to Federal allegiance as a sufficient 
prerequisite to political enfranchisement. That the American system should 
return to its normal functioning was the President's purpose. The process 
involved direct personal cooperation between the President and the leaders 
of state reorganization in the South. Southern delegations conferred with 
Johnson in person, acquainting him with local conditions, presenting un- 
foreseen problems, and receiving his direct pledges of reconciliation. 

7 

On the question of Southern readiness for loyal participation in the 
Union there was a conflict of evidence. After a tour of the South in No- 
vember— December, 1865, General Grant, who, according to his own testi- 
mony, had never been an abolitionist, nor even “antislavery," reported that 
"the mass of thinking men of the South accept the present situation of 
affairs in good faith." Hjs observations led him to the conclusion “that the 
citizens of the Southern States are anxious to return to self-government 
within the Union as soon as possible.” He regretted that there could not 
be a greater "commingling . . . between the citizens of the two sections, 
and particularly of those intrusted with the lawmaking power.” 1 Benja- 
min C. Truman, a newspaper correspondent who made a report to the 
President on conditions in the South, emphatically denied the charge that 
Northern men in the South were being persecuted. "For some unknown 
cause [he wrote] a large number of persons are engaged in writing and cir- 
culating falsehoods. For some unpatriotic purpose or other, reports of an 
incendiary character concerning the southern people are transmitted 
north.” Referring to conditions early in 1866, Truman declared his belief 
that "the south — the great, substantial, and prevailing element — is more 
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loyal now than it was at the end of the war — more loyal to-day than yester- 
day, and that it will be more loyal to-morrow than to-day.” 2 

Other witnesses, however, came to diametrically opposite conclusions. 
One North Carolina observer in early 1866 asserted that "the feelings of 
by far die larger proportion of the people of this State are disloyal to the 
Govt — and enamored by the bitterest hatred toward the North.” 3 J. T. 
Trowbridge, a Northern newspaperman, was told in South Carolina : 

They are all Rebels here — all Rebels! . . . They are a pitiably poverty- 
stricken set; there is no money in the place, and scarcely anything to eat. We 
have for breakfast salt fish, fried potatoes, and treason. Fried potatoes, treason, 
and salt fish for dinner. At supper the fare is slightly varied, and we have 
treason, salt fish, fried potatoes, and a little more treason. . . . The war 
feeling here is like a burning bush with a wet blanket wrapped around it. 
Looked at from the outside, the fire seems quenched. But just peep under the 
blanket and there it is, all alive, and eating, eating in. 4 

Carl Scliurz, whom President Johnson sent on a long trip through the 
South in 1865, agreed that the ex-Confederates had yet to accept defeat; 
he wrote of the “incorrigibles” of the South, of the detestation of Yankees, 
of the fact that treason did not appear odious, of the Southerner’s lack of 
“communion with the progressive ideas of the times,” of the want of 
"hearty attachment to the great republic,” and of a “self-admiration” that 
resented criticism. 5 

Though apparently contradictory, these witnesses were, in fact, all 
partly correct. Different segments of Southern society responded in differ- 
ing ways to the disaster that had befallen them. Furthermore, the problem 
is largely a semantic one of knowing what is meant by “accepting defeat.” 
There can be no doubt that virtually all white Southerners agreed that 
they had been defeated in the war and that further efforts in support of 
state rights or slavery were worse than futile. The Macon (Ga.) Journal 
and Messenger succinctly expressed the dominant mood of the South when 
it declared, “We had much rather raise corn, meat and cotton, and do 
what we can to repair our dilapidated fortunes, than to take a hand in any 
new revolution.” 0 At the same time, very few white Southerners were pre- 
pared to recognize that military defeat required them to repudiate the past 
and to change their attitudes toward the present. “Refusing to see that a 

■ Report of B. C. Truman, transmitted to the Senate May 7, 1866. Sen. Ex. 
Doc. No. 43, 39 Cong., 1 sess., 5-6. 

3 Jack B. Scroggs, "Southern Reconstruction: A Radical View,” ). S. H., XXIV, 
408 (Nov., 1958). 

4 Trowbridge, The Desolate South, 41. 

6 Sen. Ex. Doc., No. 2, 39 Cong., 1 sess., pp. 5, 13. 

0 William A. Russ, Jr., "Was there Danger of a Second Civil War during 
Reconstruction?" M. V. H. R., XXV, 39 (June, 1938). 
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ghty cataclysm had shaken the profound depths of national life,” as 
Merton Coulter has said, “they did not expect that many things would 
made anew but rather looked for them to be mended as of old— that 
Humpty Dumpty might after all be put back on the wall in the South, 
even if not in die nursery rhyme.” * 

1 Coulter, The South during Reconstruction, 46. 
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Johnson and the Radicals 


When Congress assembled in December, 1865, Johnson’s reorganized 
states of the South had completed their civil governments and were asking 
readmission to the Union. The Democrats, joined by a very few extremely 
conservative Republicans, were ready to welcome the Southern representa- 
tives, and such men as Ten Eyck, Powell, Grider, and Hendricks de- 
nounced attempts to impose further conditions upon the South. Said 
Ten Eyck of New Jersey: "... I thought that this whole war, the ex- 
penditure of thousands of millions of dollars and of oceans of blood, was 
tor the very purpose of restoring this Union and bringing back these shoot- 
mg stars to their ancient orbits.” 1 "I believe that the States in revolt are 
still States of die Union [said Powell of Kentucky]: I believe . . . that 
when they choose to lay down their arms . . . and to send members to 
the House of Representatives, and Senators to this chamber, they . . . 
ought to be permitted to do so.” * “All die . . . powers under the Consti- 
tuuon are conservative, none destructive [was the resolution offered by 

• ^ ^ tt • Cn ^ C ulj' W ^ ere ^ 0re Q h the States have been and are always 
in die Union The States have not been regarded as in rebellion,” said 
enchicks of Indiana. “That has not been the language of the Executive 
proclamations; it has not been the language of Congress ... in regard to 
ic insurrection. . . The State [of Virginia] was never declared to be 
in rebellion as a State; but the inhabitants of portions of the State . . . 
weie declared to be in rebellion. Why, at the close of die war, . . . shall 

we adopt language that was not used during the . . . war . . . -legis- 

h-idl iprp| 8 f ,a8e 5 ’ ' ' I°i 8l ,' ,e 3 c * larncter t0 the rebellion which it has not 
0 °re. ... I believe that in law die States are in the Union, and 

‘ Go " K ' Glob ‘‘ 3 ? Cong - 2 scss -> 555 (Feb. 2, 1865). 

- ‘‘nil, 557 (Feb. 2, 1865). 

3 Resolution of Ja„. I? , ,866, ibid., 39 Cong., 1 scss., 287. 
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that all that is needed is to give them practical relations to the Federal Gov- 
ernment in every respect. - * To die minds of these conservatives the states- 
manlike course was to follow’ the program which Lincoln had urged and 
ratify’ the steps which had been taken by President Johnson in fulfillment 
of Lincoln's essential purpose. This would merely have involved accepting 
the senators and representatives from the reorganised states who had al- 
ready arrived in Washington, admitting die states to the electoral college, 
and re-establishing normal state and federal relations. 

Whether motivated by high-minded generosity or by a desire to reha- 
bilitate the Democratic party, such spokesmen failed to take into considera- 
tion the dominant state of opinion in the North. During four bitter years 
of war Northern hatred of the South had been deliberately encouraged, 
and there had grown up a profound distrust of the Southerners and their 
way of life. Henry Ward Beecher expressed a common belief when he de- 
clared in early 1865 that the whole section must be strongly suspected. 
“Its products are rotten," he asserted. “No umber grown in its cursed soil 
is fit for the ribs of our ship of state or for our household homes. The peo- 
ple are selfish . . . brittle, and whoever leans on them for support is 
pierced in his hands. Their honor is not honor, but a bastard quality. . . . 
and for all times the honor of the supporters of slavery will be throughout 
the world a by-word and a hissing." Determined that these untrustworthy 
Southerners should not trick them out of die fruits of victory, Northerners 
wanted their government to take the utmost care in readmitting the “reb- 
els" to the bonds of fellowship. Public opinion strongly approved James 
Russell Lowell's assexUon, “We have the same right to impose terms and to 
demand guarantees . . . that the victor always has." * 

On the nature of these terms and guarantees, the Republican party 
was not a unit. A very few Republican congressmen, such as Cowan and 
Doolittle, accepted the Democratic view and favored immediate, uncondi- 
tional restoration, but they were without influence in the party’s councils. 

A large majority were moderates, favoring speedy readmission of the 
Southern states hut believing that rigid conditions should be imposed to 
prevent the re-emergence of treason. They did not want to bring about a 
social revolution in the South, but they did desire to prevent the former 
leaders of the Confederacy from reassuming political leadership of the sec- 
tion. As John Sherman declared, “We should not only brand the leading 
rebels with infamy, but the whole rebellion should wear the badge of the 
penitentiary, so that for this generation at least, no man who has taken 
part in it would dare to justify or palliate it.” * Moderates also agreed with 
Lyman Trumbull that their party had a duty toward the freedman, be- 

4 Ann. Cyc., 1 866, 175-176. 

* Buck, Rood to Reunion, 23-25. 

• Ibid; I 4 ‘ 
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lieving that he would be tyrannized over, abused, and virtually reenslaved 
without some legislation by the nation for his protection.” 7 

Smaller in numbers but highly influential were the Republican Radi- 
cals, , who had originated the Wade-Davis bill and who had fought Lin- 
co ns plan for readmitting Louisiana. At first it appears that this group ex- 
pected much from Johnson and thought that he would cooperate with their 
sc cuies. Angered at Lincoln s opposition to their program, some of them 
even hailed the President’s removal by assassination as a fortunate event. 

e erring to the day of Lincolns death, G. W. Julian of Indiana wrote: “I 
spent most of the afternoon in a political caucus, held for the purpose of 
considering the necessity for a new Cabinet and a line of policy less con- 
ciliatory than that of Mr. Lincoln; and while everybody was shocked at 
^ murder, the feeling was nearly universal that the accession of Johnson 
o e Presidency would prove a godsend to the country. Aside from 
Mr. Lincolns known policy of tenderness to the Rebels, his 
views of the subject of reconstruction were as distasteful as possible to 
radical Republicans. Later, when Johnson showed his preference for Lin- 

‘v^in^n c i in op r; t r to ,i hat ° f the Radicais > °f ^ * a 

£ SenYml' sT” , e ^ " He was not ‘an irresolute mule,’ 

his^ountry .’ s ^ ^ but W3S devibbent upon the ruin of 

pres^tJJfR °, nly r "I" 7 fraCti ° e n ° f * e entire Republican strength in Con- 
the Soudi^nfl'fl ’ , aUS \ f 6 P^Pitency of Johnson’s overtures to 
later cat to do “f T Which Confederates responded to them, 
eram Sumner Irr A m Party ^ t0 diCtate its reconstruction P ro- 
WiLon and Ynfo ’ ChancUer - Ashley, Boutwell, Julian, Butler, Morton, 

kader tas^ gUrCS in the § rou P> but its unquestioned 

Hiropy and partisan vinSvenes^ oTufe vario'^T^ disinterest ^ P bilan ' 

f ”?• '*» i-SS Ss: 

may De selected ror quotation here. I once heqrd him r«oi *. j, 

[wrote Schurz] which was . . . remarkat for 1 & P - 

sarcastic wit. But the impression his pe sonal tv “VT***™ pith 3nd 
svmnathetir- i , „ personality made upon me was not 

*S ™ 1 Z, ? “ pall “ 1 ' topped ' vM ' »” »™pi= • . . wig 

which sometimes seem ed ' Y lem , eyes • ; ' 

defiantly pro, ending; the whole eapresaion „»a“t “e^Ti “ IS 

eaeily disclosed a well-informed mind, bnt ako "“LS ah Ti ? 

»» with contempt sco„ foe ad«J t™"! WhaT^hta-' 

a G 1 wVr A ”f reW }ohmon and Reconstruction 202 

G. W. Julian, Political Recollections . : 3 4 o to tS 72 , 2 %T 5 6 , 3 x 4 . 
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self seemed to enjoy most in his talk was his sardonic humor, which he 
made play upon men and things hie lurid freaks of lightning.” * ** The qual- 
ity of his humor is illustrated by his reference (May 8, 1866) to "the late 
lamented Andrew Johnson of blessed memory.” 10 

Stevens single-mindedly dedicated himself to the humiliation of the 
“rebels.” As an old man of seventy-five, he stated in Congress that he de- 
sired to devote the “small remnant” of his life to "the punishment of 
traitors.” 11 Demanding that the Southerners pay the cost of the war, 
he bitterly fought all propositions of amnesty. Why is it, he said, “that 
we are so anxious to proclaim universal amnesty? Is there danger that 
somebody will be punished? . . . The President has already . . . par- 
doned these rebels, and restored . . . their property . . . , and he has 
done it in defiance of law. . . . Sir, God helping me and I live, there shall 
be a question propounded ... to this nation whether a portion of the 
debt shall not be paid by the confiscated property of the rebels.” u With 
more realism than most of his contemporaries, Stevens recognized that the 
power of the former slaveholders in the South would not be broken so long 
as they retained economic power over the freedmen, and he favored the 
"thorough” policy of taking all the public lands of the seceded states as 
well as the private property of all “rebels” and distributing it to ex-slaves, 
giving to each head of a family a homestead of forty acres, with further 
gifts of money and buildings, pensions, etc. "Forty acres . . . and a hut,” 
he bluntly declared, “would be more valuable . . . than the . . . right 
to vote.” 11 

Later historians have been shocked by the candor with which Stevens 
avowed partisan motives for the Radical program. He openly asserted that 
his policies “would insure the ascendency of the Union [Republican] 
party.” He continued: “Do you avow the party purpose? exclaims some 
horror-stricken demagogue. I do. For I believe . . . that on the contin- 
ued ascendency of that party depends the safety of this great nation. If 
impartial suffrage [by which Stevens meant Negro suffrage] is excluded in 
the rebel States tben every one of them is sure to send a solid rebel repre- 
sentative delegation to Congress, and cast a solid rebel electoral vote. They, 
with their kindred Copperheads [he meant Democrats] of the North, would 
alwajs elect the President and control Congress. . . . For these, among 
other reasons, I am for negro suffrage in every rebel State. If it he . . . 
necessary, it should be adopted; if it be a punishment to traitors, they de- 
serve it.” M Again he said: “I know there is an impatience to bring in these 

* Reminiscences of Carl Sckurz, III, 214. 

14 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 1 sess., 2460. 

“ Ann. Cyc.. sB6r, *yi. 

11 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., * sess., 1317 (Feb. 18, 1867). 

** Ibid , 39 Cong., t sess., 2459 (May 8, 1866). 

14 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 2 sess., 232 (Jaa. 3, 1867). 
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chivalric gentlemen [the Confederates] lest they should not be here in time 
to vote for the next President. . . . Sir, while I am in favor of allowing 
them to come in as soon as they are fairly entitled, I do not profess to be 
very impatient to embrace them. I am not very anxious to see their votes 
cast along with others to control the next election of President and Vice 
President. . . .” 15 

Such utterances were characteristic of the man, yet they must not be 
taken as mere cynicism. In Stevens’s eyes— and, indeed, in the eyes of 
most Northerners of the period — there was an identity between the wel- 
fare of the Republican party and that of the nation. Labeling the Northern 
Democrats, as "Copperheads” and the Southern whites as “traitors,” the 
Radicals genuinely felt that the continuing security of the Union depended 
upon the triumph of their political faction. 

2 

Seeing Northern victory as the golden opportunity for “humiliating and 
destroying the influence of the Southern aristocracy,” such Radicals as Ben 
Wade were from the outset suspicious of President Johnson’s reconstruc- 
tion measures. 1 During the summer of 1865 Stevens and Sumner ex- 
changed anxious letters over the "insane course of the President” toward 
the South. “If something is not done,” Stevens predicted, “the President 
will be crowned king before Congress meets.” Reconciliation with the 
President seemed impossible, and the only salvation would be for the 
Radicals to take control of the Republican party. "Could we collect bold 
men enough,” Stevens asked Sumner, "to lay the foundation of a party to 
take the helm of this government, and keep it ofF the rocks?” 2 

A large number of moderate Republicans were also seriously worried 
over the President’s course. They grew concerned over reports that the 
“faces in the ante-chamber of the President look very much as they would 
if a Democratic administration were in power” and over stories that John- 
son was “outspoken on the subject of State rights & old fashioned de- 
mocracy.” Still, most Republicans in 1865 clung to faith in the Presi- 
dent’s “stubborn democracy” and in his “hatred of the slave aristocracy” 
and were willing to let him try his lenient policy. Lot M. Morrill precisely 
expressed the moderate attitude when he wrote Sumner in July, 1865: 
“The Prest. is trying to demonstrate his theory of 'restoring states.’ . . • 
It will fail of course. . . . Nobody approves it. Still, it is but an experi- 
ment — let him try it." 3 

15 Ibid., 1317 (Feb. 18, 1867). 

1 McKitrick, 60. 

2 R. N. Current, Old Thad Stevens, 211, 216. 

2 McKitrick, 70—71, 78—79. 1 
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found their former slaves cheerful, willing to work, and evincing “good 
behavior . . . beyond all expectation,” 7 in many others they had to cope 
widi a disorganized and disoriented labor force. With emancipation many 
Negroes promptly left the plantations where they had always worked. Some 
joined in the general westward drift of the Southern population, which 
rapidly filled up Arkansas in the postwar years and made Texas the most 
populous state in the South by 1880. Others congregated in the cities and 
towns of the South, where they formed an idle and indigent population. In 
Alabama, for example, such counties as Mobile, Montgomery, and Dallas 
(containing the city of Selma) showed marked increases in the black popu- 
lation, with proportionate decrease in the rural counties. 

It is impossible to generalize about the behavior of the freedmen as a 


whole. From one point of view the most striking thing about their emanci- 
pation was the absence of violence accompanying it; far from attempting 
to destroy their former masters, the freedmen paid them the greatest com- 
pliment of all by attempting to imitate them. In this sense, as Francis B. 
Simkins has pointed out, Reconstruction can be interpreted as a definite 
step forward in die Anglicization or the Americanization of the blacks, 
certainly not their Africanization.” 8 On the other hand, it must be ad- 
mitted that many Negroes, unprepared for freedom, confused liberty with 
license. Their vagrancy and lack of responsibility proved trying to the 
Southern whites. Even Schurz, partial as he was to the freedmen, described 
their crowding around the military posts, their carousals, their religious 
paroxysms, and their straying from the plantations “just at the time when 
their labor was most needed to secure the crops of the season.” 9 

In these circumstances, Southern whites believed they faced a social 
and economic necessity in enacting new codes of legislation for the Negro. 
The domestic relations of the freedman, his position in court, his obliga- 
tions to his employer, his relationship to labor contracts, his liability in case 
of vagrancy or pauperism-all such things had to be dealt with as matters 
of social legislation. Had the Southern states not passed some legislation on 
these subjects, chaos would have resulted, and there would have been 
occasion for just rebuke in the North, on the ground that the Negro, while 
technically free, was denied the rights which freedom implies. Drawing 
upon their own experience as former slaveholders, upon the vagrancy codes 
of the N01 them states, and upon precedents set in the British West Indies 

“ " e ™ an C‘Pation, Southern legislators attempted to construct a new legal 
status for the freedmen. 


7 Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 6 , 39 Cong., 
5 Simkins, "New Viewpoints of 
(Feb., 1939). 


9 Reminiscences, III, 175. 


2 scss., 156. 

Southern Reconstruction," 


J.S.H., V, 59 
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3 

To summarize the laws for all the states is bejond the scope of this 
book; but South Carolina may be taken as an example, the more so because 
in that state one finds the neiv provisions reduced at an early period to a 
comprehensive code. Existing marriages among persons of color in South 
Carolina were regularized; and all such persons thereafter desiring to be- 
come husband and wife were required to have the contract duly solem- 
nized, Marriage between the races was prohibited; marriage of an appren- 
tice was conditioned upon the master’s approval; abandonment was made 
punishable as a misdemeanor. Parents were responsible for the mainte- 
nance of children whether bom in regular wedlock or not. Compulsory 
apprenticeship of dependent colored children was regulated, as well as 
voluntary apprenticeship of others, masters being under obligation to supply 
food, clothing, and suitable training. Regulations regarding labor contracts 
were prescribed and the daily details of agricultural work specified. Serv- 
ants were not to be absent from the premises without the master’s permis- 
sion. Contracts for labor were enforceable through appropriate penalties by 
public magistrates. A servant whose rights were not respected by the master 
might leave his service. No person of color might enter emplojment other 
than agricultural without a license from a judge, nor practice any mechani- 
cal trade without having served an apprenticeship. Eviction of helpless 
former slaves from their plantation quarters was prohibited; but trespassers 
were removable and future occupancy by Negroes was in general made 
subject to lease contracts. Unemployed or disorderly persons, peddlers, 
gamblers, those in disreputable occupations, unlicensed strolling players, 
and sturdy beggars were grouped as "vagrants” and made liable to imprison- 
ment, hard labor, or both. 1 

The definition of civil rights, of access to the courts, and of criminal 
liability, constituted an important feature of these codes. Existing laws in 
Alabama concerning persons of color were repealed and the former slaves 
were given a new judicial status. They could sue and be sued, plead and be 
impleaded, on the same basis as whites. Their right to testify in court was 
restricted in the new Alabama code to cases in which persons of color were 
concerned; but in other states, as for instance in Tennessee * and South 
Carolina,* the Negro’s right to act as witness was also recognized in cases 

1 This summary is taken from Acts of the Gen. Assembly of S. C., 1864- 
1865, pp. I9t fl. See also Fleming, Doc. Hist., I, *94-310. 

1 Acts of . . . Tenn., 1865-186$, ch. xl. 

* The Jaw provided: "... all , free persons of color shall have the right 
to make and enforce contracts, to sue, he sued, to be affiants, and give evidence, to 
inherit, . . . bold . , . real and personal property, make wills and testaments, 
and to have full and equal benefit ... of all remedies .... as white persons 
now have. . . .’’ Arts of the Gen. Assembly of S. C., t866, 393-394. See also 
Simians and Woody, 59. 
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involving whites alone, or whites and blacks. In recommending to the 
legislature the removal of former discriminations as to Negro testimony 
Governor Orr of South Carolina pointed out that the old distinction was 
"indefensible,” since it rested upon "prejudice against the caste of the 
negro.” “With intelligent judges [he said] and discriminating juries, correct 
conclusions will be more certainly attained by hearing every fact, what- 
ever . . . the . . . color of the witness.” 4 In recognition of this liberali- 
zation of its laws the commanding general in South Carolina, D. E. Sickles, 
by order of October 1 5, 1866, turned over to the regular courts of the state 
the trial of all civil and criminal cases, announcing that the previous regime 
of military commissions was no longer necessary. Under the new laws, as 
reported by General Sickles, white men had been convicted of crimes upon 
Negro testimony; Negroes under charges brought by whites had been ac- 
quitted upon Negro testimony; and in one instance a freedman had been 
acquitted on his own testimony. 0 In general, these codes treated Negroes 
as inferior, or at least as separate from whites, being designated as a particu- 
lar class in the community. Segregation of the races in schools and public 
places was commonly provided. Landowning by Negroes was restricted 
sometimes to the country, sometimes to towns. They were forbidden to 
carry arms. Especially did the "binding out” features of these laws occa- 
sion wide comment. For vagrancy, faithlessness to employment, and other 
offenses, the Mississippi law provided that Negroes might be subjected to 
fines; and it was made the duty of the county sheriff, if a vagrant Negro 
could not pay his fine, “to hire out said freeman ... to any person who 
will, for the shortest period of service, pay said fine . . . and . . . 
costs. 1 0 In this provision especially, Northerners thought they saw an open- 
ing wedge for the re-establishment of slavery, and they became increasingly 
fearful that Johnson’s hasty restoration procedures were giving away the 
fruits of their hard-won victory. 

4 Ann. Cyc., 1866, 707—708. In Tennessee, however, Negroes were excluded 
from juries. Acts of .. . Tom., 1865-66, eh. xl. 

0 Report of the Sec. of War, Nov. 14, 1866, House Excc. Doc. No. 1, 39 
Cong., 2 scss., pp. 59 If., esp. p, 66. “The admission of negro testimony in courts 
was attended with more than the expected success [in South Carolina]. The colored 
witnesses appeared to be fully impressed with the obligations placed upon them, 
and their evidence was generally given with a manifest desire to tell the truth.” 
Ann. Cyc., 1866, 708. 

0 Laws of . . . Miss., 1865, ch. vi, p. 90. Extracts from the postwar laws of 
Southern states concerning the Negro arc given in Sen. Exec. Doc. No. 6 , 39 
Cong., 2 scss., 170-230. 
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The Critical Year 


During the twelve months after the assembling of the Thirty-Ninth 
Congress, in December, J865, moderate Republicans gradually drifted 
into an acceptance of a Radical program of reconstruction. The transition 
was slow and often reluctant, but the inflexibility of the President, the re- 
currence of violence in the South, and the constant, skillful pressure from 
Radical leadership compelled the change. When Congress met, the huge 
Republican majorities which dominated both houses were unwilling to 
break with the President, yet at the same time they were unhappy with the 
results of his construction efforts in the South. To register their dis- 
approval they had agreed in caucus not to recognize the Johnson regimes 
in the ex-Confederate states, and when the clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, Edward McPherson, called the roll on December 4 he carefully 
and by prearrangement passed over the Southern congressmen who were 
seeking readmission. 

After taking this negative step, the Republican congressmen proceeded 
in a more positive fashion to assert that they, as well as the President, had 
a part to play in reorganizing the Southern states. Even before Johnson 
could send in his annual message, they pushed through a resolution creat- 
ing a joint committee on reconstruction, consisting of nine members of the 
House of Representatives and six senators, to which ail resolutions and bills 
pertaining to reconstruction should be referred. Democrats naturally at- 
tacked this "revolutionary tribunal," this "directory" or "star chamber," and 
subsequent historians have all too frequently accepted their charges that this 
was a piece of Radical partisan machinery. In fact, however, the proposal 
to create the joint committee was endorsed by both moderates and Radi- 
cals; in caucus the scheme was adopted by a vote of 1 29 to 3 5. 1 The moder- 
ate William Pitt Fessenden, of Maine, was one of the principal defenders 
of the proposal to create this committee. He approved of it, he told the 


Obezholtzer, I, ray. 
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Senate, simply for this reason: that this question of the readmission . . . 
of these confederate States, so called, ... I conceived to be of infinite 
importance, requiring calm and serious consideration, and I believed that 
e appointment of a committee, carefully selected by the two Houses, to 
a e that subject into consideration, was not only wise in itself, but an im- 

du f V restln S “P°" the representatives of the people in the two 
branches of Congress. 2 Though the Radical Thaddeus Stevens was to 

mlwTrrr 01 ^ 7 the work ° f the «itt ee , * be re - 

Senate fl 7 T ^ ^ initially dominated by Radicals. The 

2 reatIv’desiredT P e i’ 7 PUt SUmnei ' ° n the committee , though he 

cal viL r i f i 6 35 2 T fr ° m Which he could expound his Radi ' 
cal views, and instead named such moderates as Fessenden and Grimes.* 


; i0 P‘ ng t0 avoid a conflict with the President yet unwilling to accept 
mondis of r L 80 Ie e s r s nmentS ^ had ^ 1112 Re P^-ns during the first 
guarantee the riehk°nP T!* 8 ™ t0 W ° rk ° Ut some com promise that would 
acceptable to Johnson. They^eSll*' ^7 “^' * fj™ ^ ^ 

fcttiTS “Sc*: wI " ch had been 

dispensable work in the feeding and cam of T\h 'T " 7 ^ 7 
black. Operating under the war departaen the h™ 77’ 7u 
organization in every Southern state andT ’ i" had 30 elaborate 

Employment was found for former slaves The T 3 Varied ch ™T' 
contracts entered into by freedmen estahKA^ ^ bureau supervised labor 

der the homestead law, fixed their ’wages and termT 7 P , ^ “7' 

provided transportation to new-found V d 7, ° f em P loyment > and 
sometimes formed, were 
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.0 protect him from d.serimfnou” ” „ e “ ^ 

munities. 1„ relief and educational activiUes were S e ? • 7'" COm ' 

period when certain grouns known a = «t u Z “ 1 lm P ortance in a 

"Black-horse Cavalry" were striking ,e„„ r ‘ Ne’gTo 

head^GeneraOD. * 

the bureau officers were corrupt and its Je ^ character ’ many of 
corrupt, and its agents sometimes exceeded their 

! Thfulf' And T }0h " SOn a " d nCCOHStrt 'Ction, 275 . 
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powers or misappropriated funds. Its daily control of important matters of 
domestic economy as well as the wide jurisdiction of its special courts in 
the adjustment of freedmen’s claims, and more especially the activities of 
the bureau in consolidating Republican control, caused it to be widely dis- 
trusted by Southern whites. In fact, however, as George R. Bentley points 
out, “such southern opponents of the Bureau despised it more for what it 
stood for than for what it had done. . . ■ Generally . . . they did not 
think of the Freedmen’s Bureau in terms of ‘its best.’ To most of them it 
was virtually a foreign government forced upon them and supported by an 
army of occupation. They resented its very existence, regardless of what 
it might do, for it had power over them and it was beyond their control.” 1 

To moderate Republicans this seemed the ideal instrumentality for 
guarding the rights of the Southern Negroes without overtly antagonizing 
the President. Sponsored by the moderate Lyman Trumbull, of Illinois, 
and endorsed by the moderate Fessenden, a bill was introduced providing 
“that the Freedmen’s Bureau should continue its work indefinitely, and 
that its authority should be extended to refugees and freedmen in all parts 
of the country.” More controversial were the provisions, designed to coun- 
teract the "black codes,” which gave the bureau the power "to ‘extend mili- 
tary protection and jurisdiction’ over all cases involving discrimination 
against persons on account of race, color, or previous condition of slavery. 
Any person who should, by reason of state or local law, or regulation, cus- 
tom, or prejudice, cause any other person to be deprived of any civil right 
was to be liable to punishment by one year's imprisonment or one thou- 
sand dollars’ fine or both. And the Freedmen’s Bureau was 'to take juris- 
diction of ... all offenses committed against this provision; and also of 
all cases affecting . . . persons who are discriminated against. . . .’ ” * 

Although the framers of the measure thought they had secured the 
President's prior approval of their bill, Johnson believed it to be an unwar- 
ranted continuance of the war power in time of peace. In his veto message 
he argued that state courts were peacefully functioning and that adequate 
protection was being given to freedmen without any such law. Conflicts 
of jurisdiction would inevitably arise, he thought, between military and 
civil authorities if the law were passed. He saw in the bill a dangerous ex- 
tension of military jurisdiction, entailing the denial of jury trial and allow- 
ing court-martial penalties unauthorized by law. He deemed it better to 
intrust the rights of citizens to the civil courts "presided a ter by competent 
and impartial judges, bound by fixed rules of law and evidence, . . . than 
to the caprice ... of an officer of the bureau, who, it is possible, may be 
entirely ignorant of the principles that underlie the just administration of 
the law.” He feared that freedmen would be exploited by the officers, and 

* Bentley, A history of the Freedmen’s Bureau, 104—105. 

‘ Ibid., 116-117. 
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that an unnecessary continuance of the bureau “would inevitably result in 
fraud, corruption, and oppression.” 3 

The President’s veto message aroused great antagonism in Congress, 
but it was for the time being sustained, since two-thirds of the Senate could 
not be mustered to override it. By revealing the President’s total intransi- 
gence, the veto helped convince many moderates that they could no longer 
work with Johnson, and increasingly they came to look with favor upon the 
program of the Radicals. In reply to the President’s message, the joint Com- 
mittee of Fifteen proposed a resolution declaring that in order “to close 
disturbing agitation no senator or representative from any of the eleven 
insurgent states should be admitted to either branch of Congress” until 
both houses had declared such state entitled to such representation.” Bit- 
terly fought by the Democrats and a few conservative Republicans, it was 
adopted by the combined strength of the moderates and the Radicals . 4 


Three days after his veto of the Freedmen’s Bureau Act, President 
Johnson further alienated moderate support in Congress by his injudicious 
remarks to some serenaders who came to the White House on the occasion 
of Washington’s birthday. Forgetting the dignity due to his position, John- 
son reverted to the rough-and-tumble political practice of frontier Ten- 
nessee, where orators exchanged violent personalities, crude humor, and 
bitter denunciations. Allowing hecklers in his audience to draw from him 
angry charges he told the crowd: “I fought traitors and treason in the 
South; now when I turn around, and at the other end of the line find 
men I care not by what name you call them— who will stand opposed to 
the restoration of the Union of these States, I am free to say to you that I 
am still in the field. 1 

„ n . Durin 2 the S reat applause” which followed, a nameless voice shouted, 
Give us the names at the other end. . . . Who are they?” 

You ask me who they are,” Johnson retorted. “I say Thaddeus Stevens 
of Pennsylvania is one; I say Mr. Sumner is another; and Wendell Phillips 
is another. Increasing applause urged him to continue. “Are those who 
want to destroy our institutions . . . not satisfied with the blood that has 

been shed? . Does not the blood of Lincoln appease the vengeance 
and wrath of die opponents of this government’" 1 

The President’s remarks were as impolitic as they were untrue. Not 
only was it manifestly false to assert that the leading Republican in the 
House and the most conspicuous Republican in the Senate were opposed 

3 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., i sess., 3838-3810 

4 Oberholtzer, I, 166. 

z3-24 I (De a c! < ! , i 9 56)! ^ Impeachcd Andre ' v Johnson," Am. Heritage, VIII, 
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to "the fundamental principles of this government” or that they had been 
responsible for Lincoln’s assassination; it was incredible political folly to 
impute such actions to men with whom the President had to work daily. 

Johnson’s failure to realize that the President of the United States can- 
not afford to be a quarreler was to cost him dearly. The intemperateness of 
his remarks stiffened the antagonism of the Radicals, and, what is more 
significant, it further weakened moderates’ faith in the President. 

Though the breach between the President and his party was now wide, 
it was not )et irreparable. Continuing to hope that Johnson would approve 
some measure which would guarantee minimal rights, under federal pro- 
tection, to the freedmen, moderate Republicans joined with the Radicals in 
backing the civil rights bill introduced by Trumbull. The measure offered 
the first federal statutory definition of citizenship and asserted the right 
of the federal government to intervene in state affairs where necessary to 
protect the rights of United States citizens. Persons bom in the United 
States and not subject to any foreign power were in general declared citi- 
zens of the United States, with the exception of Indians not taxed. Such 
persons “of every race and color" were declared to have the right in every 
state to sue, to give evidence, to inherit, hold, and convey property, and 
to be entitled "to full and equal benefit of all laws and proceedings for the 
security of person and property, as is enjoyed by white citizens." Far de- 
priving citizens of equal rights the offender in every state was made punish- 
able by fine and imprisonment, and Federal courts were given exclusive 
jurisdiction over such offenders. Federal military and naval forces were 
made available for the enforcement of the measure; and it was declared, 
unnecessarily, that upon all questions arising under the act a final appeal 
might be taken to the Supreme Court of the United States. The bill re- 
ceived the virtually unanimous support of the entire Republican party in 
Congress; only three Republican votes were cast against it in the Senate. 

Though moderates from all over the nation urgently appealed to John- 
son to approve this measure and though every member of his cabinet, ex- 
cept Welles, advised him to sign it, the President was unyielding. He sent 
to Congress a strongly worded veto message. The subject matter of the 
measure be conceived to lie properly within state polity, and he objected to 
the bill as one which invaded both the legislative and the judicial power of 
the states, subjecting their judges to Federal penalties. The president re- 
minded Congress that Federal judicial powers are fixed in the Constitution 
and that the bill authorized "the exercise of powers that are not, by the 
Constitution, within the jurisdiction of the courts of the United States." * 

Even more than his veto of the Freedmen's Bureau Act or his impolitic 
words on Washington’s birthday, Johnson’s rejection of the Civil Rights 
Act drove the great body of moderate Republicans in Congress into the 

* Richardson, Messages and tapers, VI, 410-411, 
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liberty, or property, without “due process of law,” or denying to “any per- 
son” the equal protection of the laws. 

These rather cryptic phrases, which constitutional lawyers now regard 
as the chief part of the amendment, have been the subject of much later 
litigation and historical controversy. Their ambiguity was intentional. 
There can be no doubt that, in the minds of most of the framers and sup- 
porters of the amendment, this Erst clause was “meant to apply neither to 
jury service, nor sufErage, nor antimiscegenation statutes, nor segrega- 
tion.” 4 In particular, there is nothing to suggest that the framers thought 
they were outlawing segregation in the public schools . 5 Thus it was chiefly 
an amendment embodying moderate Republican views. It was not, how- 
ever, wholly unacceptable to the Radicals, for to those veterans of the 
antislavery contest “due process" and “equal protection of the laws” evoked 
memories of “the constitutional heritage of a quarter of a century of abo- 
litionism,” when these same phrases had been “the familiar instruments 
for the establishment and protection of the civil and personal rights of 
men.” 0 Radicals saw that, with favorable circumstances, a broader inter- 
pretation of the Negro’s rights might be possible. The clause was thus, as 
Alexander M. Bickel has suggested, a compromise. It permitted the moder- 
ates to “go forth and honestly defend themselves against charges that on 
the day after ratification Negroes were going to become white men’s 'social 
equals,’ marry their daughters, vote in their elections, sit on their juries, 
and attend schools with their children.” But Radicals also benefited by it, 
obtaining “what early in the session had seemed a very uncertain prize in- 
deed: a firm alliance, under Radical leadership, with the Moderates in the 
struggle against the President, and a good, clear chance at increasing and 
prolonging their political power.” 7 


Since in subsequent years this section of the amendment was widely 
invoked to protect the rights of corporations, which were considered legal 
“persons,” against state regulation, some historians have upheld a “con- 
spiracy theory” of the Fourteenth Amendment. Charles A. and Mary Beard, 
for example, maintained that the true intent of the framers was to restore 
to the Constitution the protection for property which Jacksonian judges 
had whittled away” by making “every act of every state and local govern- 
ment which touched adversely the rights of persons and property . . . 
subject to review and liable to annulment by the Supreme Court at Wash- 


‘ Alexander M. Bickel, "The Original Understanding and the Segregation 
Decision,’ Harvard Law Review, LXIX, r (Nov., 1955). 

Ibid,, 58, but cf. A. II. Kelly, The Fourteenth Amendment Reconsidered: 
the Segregation Question,” Mich. Law Rev., LIV, 1049-1086 (1956). 

« Jacobus tenBroek, The Antislavery Origins of the Fourteenth Amendment, 
I2 , 5 ' , ^dical interpretations of the equal protection clause, see John P. Frank 

and Robert F. Munro, The Original Understanding of 'Equal Protection of the 
Laws, Columbia Law Review, L, 167-168 (Feb iqsoJ 
7 Bickel, 61. ’’ 
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ington.” • This argument has now been thoroughly discredited. There is 
not room here to summarize the voluminous literature on the subject, but 
it is enough to note that ail recent, careful scholars agree with Joseph B. 
James that “there is no indication in contemporary records” that the 
framers of the Fourteenth Amendment "had any deliberate purpose to pro- 
tect [corporations] by constitutional safeguards.” As a matter of fact, Pro- 
fessor James notes, "corporations in 1865 were in no great need of special 
protection. Their growing influence in all branches of many state govern- 
ments was recognized and criticized by some of the very people who are 
responsible for the amendment that later redounded to corporate ad- 
vantage.” • It is clear that the framers of the Fourteenth Amendment were 
thinking of their immediate postwar problems and that in the protection 
of “persons” and citizens they had human beings primarily in mind, espe- 
pecially the emancipated Negroes, for whose welfare they had earnest 
solicitude. 

The second section of the amendment put forth a new formula of rep- 
resentation, eliminating the mixed basis (the three-fifths ratio lor slaves) 
which the original Constitution prescribed. Despite Radical urging, Negro 
suiTrage was not positively imposed by this amendment. Reconstruction 
leaders were still acting upon the principle that suiTrage rested with the 
states; and they were not yet ready (or able) to write Negro suffrage un- 
equivocally into the Constitution. Where, however, a state denied suffrage 
to any of its citizens “except for . . . rebellion, or other crime," it was 
provided that there should be a proportionate reduction of representation 
in the lower house. 

This section had a twofold purpose. In the first place it offered a pos- 
sible check to the increased representation that would result from the 
emancipation of the Negroes of the South. hi addition, in the words of 
Senator Howard of Michigan, it was so drawn "as to make it the political 
interest of the once slaveholding States to admit their colored population 
to the right of suffrage.” 111 

Democrats objected, with some justice, that Republicans were afraid 
of making a clear-cut political issue of Negro suffrage and hence adopted 
this rather backhanded way of coercing the Southern states. With consid- 
erable logic they pointed out that the provision, in order to be equitable, 
ought also to reduce the representation of Northern states which had a 
heavy non-voting, alien population. "The section [said Senator Hendricks] 
does not rest upon the proposition that those whom the States treat as un- 
fit to vote shall not be represented, for it is so framed as to continue to the 
northern and eastern States their twenty Representatives that are based 

9 Charles A. and Mary R. Beard, Rise of American Civilization, II, 113-114. 

» Janies, 31, 1 86. 

10 Co»g. Globe, J9 Cong., j S ej$, *767. 
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upon a non-voting population. . . . You say that if the States treat the 
negroes as unfit to vote, ... no representation shall be allowed for them; 
then, I ask, if in some of the northern States the foreigner is denied a 

vote . . . why shall he be voted for [i.e., represented]?” 11 In fact, neither 

the fears of the opponents of this clause nor the expectations of its sup- 
porters were justified. No state ever had its representation reduced as a 
penalty for denying suffrage, and the entire section lost most of its signifi- 
cance in 1870 when the Fifteenth Amendment (also futile in practice) 
was adopted. 

The third section of the amendment imposed disabilities upon ex- 
Confederates. It was provided that those who had engaged in insurrection 
or rebellion against the United States after having sworn officially to sup- 
port the Constitution were disqualified from holding any office, civil or 
military, state or Federal. There were those who wished such disqualifica- 
tion to be made perpetual and beyond the reach of pardon; but there was 
fortunately included a clause making the disability removable by two-thirds 
vote of each house of Congress. The objective of the section was to take 
away the pardoning power from the President, for Republican congressmen 
thought Johnson’s amnesty proclamations and his thousands of special par- 
dons showed premature willingness to grant relief and oblivion to the 
leaders of the Confederacy. 

In its fourth section the amendment declared illegal and void all debts 
"incurred in aid of . . . rebellion against the United States” and invali- 
dated all claims for emancipated slaves. At the same time the validity of 
tire existing public debt of the United States was confirmed. That the Con- 
stitution should have to be amended in order to put beyond question the 
validity of the national debt seemed hard to comprehend; and it was urged 
that this clause, by suggesting doubt as to the government’s good faith, 
might actually injure public credit. The fact that the claims of bondholders 
should he singled out for special constitutional guarantee was also the sub- 
ject of adverse comment. 

In June, 1866, the amendment was adopted by both houses of Con- 
gress, and Secretary Seward passed it on to the states for consideration. The 
President’s signature is not necessary for a congressional resolution submit- 
ting a constitutional amendment; but Johnson took occasion to voice his 
protest and to express doubt as to whether any amendment to the Consti- 
tution ought to be proposed by Congress and pressed upon the state legis- 
latures until after the admission to Congress of Southern representatives. 13 
At first attempt the amendment failed of ratification when presented to the 
states. By March, 1867, twelve of the thirty-seven states (Delaware and 
Kentucky in addition to all the seceded states except Tennessee) had re- 


11 I bid., 2939. 

12 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 1 scss., 3349. 
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with his own plan of restoration, emphasized the delay of Congress in 
adopting a plan, stressed his earnest wish for reconciliation, denied that 
Tennessee had given valid ratification to the fourteenth amendment, and 
avoided committing himself to die propositions of the preamble, which he 
treated as “no legislation,” but “simply . . . statements. 13 In this man- 
ner, by the passage of a joint resolution of Congress signed by the Presi- 
dent, the state of Tennessee was restored to the Union in July, 1866. Its 
case was unique; die account of its restoration does not fit into the main 
reconstruction story. 

5 

President Johnson did not passively accept the defeat of his recon- 
struction program. A man of absolute integrity, with great native ability 
and force, he defended his policy with the same fearless independence 
which he had earlier demonstrated when battling the slaveholders and the 
secessionists of Tennessee. His powerful and often eloquent messages to 
Congress attracted to his support not merely the white Southerners but 
influential groups throughout the land which were eager to put an end to 
the sectional strife. Among his most powerful backers were New York 
businessmen, for “Johnson’s movement to decentralize the war-bloated fed- 
eral power was in keeping with the New York merchant’s desire for a quick 
return to private enterprise over the traditional channels of Southern trade 
and thus die restoration of pre-war business conditions.” 1 

On the other hand, Johnson was under many powerful disadvantages 
in his contest with Congress. His elevation to the presidency was the result 
of the accident of Lincoln’s death; never chosen to his high position, he 
lacked his predecessor’s enormous prestige. Johnson was also deficient in 
the flexibility and political adroitness which had characterized Lincoln. 
There was a temperamental coldness about this plain-featured, grave man 
that kept him from easy, intimate relations with even his political sup- 
porters. His massive head, dark, luxuriant hair, deep-set and piercing eyes, 
and cleft square chin seemed to Charles Dickens to indicate “courage, 
watchfulness, and certainly strength of purpose,” but it was a grim face, 
with “no genial sunlight in it.” Johnson knew none of the arts of managing 
men; sure of his own rectitude, he was indifferent to the demands of ex- 
pediency. Once he had made a decision, his mind was immovably closed, 
and he then defended his course with fierce obstinacy. 

Johnson was further handicapped by the fact that on the occasion of 
his inauguration as Vice President he had made a sorry, drunken spectacle 
of himself. Historians now know that he was not a heavy drinker. At the 

18 Richardson, Messages and Papers, VI, 395-397. 

1 George R. Woolfolk, The Cotton Regency: The Northern Merchants and 
Reconstruction, 1865-1880, 42. 
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time of his inaugural display, he was just recovering from a severe attack 
of typhoid fever. Feeling ill just before he entered the Senate chamber, he 
asked for some liquor to steady his nerves, and cither his weakened condi- 
tion or abnormal sensitivity to alcohol betrayed him. Never again was 
Johnson seen under the influence of liquor, but his one lapse allowed his 
congressional opponents to circulate gross misrepresentations of his 
character. 

The President was also placed under a disadvantage by the nature of 
the support which his reconstruction plan attracted. Naturally his lenient 
views on the restoration of the seceded states aroused the greatest enthusi- 
asm among white Southerners and among Northern Democrats, who saw 
the prospect of a speedy restoration to political power. Yet these were the 
very groups which most Northerners thought to be tainted with treason. 
Only a handful of extremely conservative Republicans could stomach these 
new allies; most moderates and all Radicals were repelled by them. 

The behavior of Johnson’s Southern supporters during the summer of 
1866 served further to alienate the masses of the Republican party from 
the President. After electing ex-Confederates to Congress, adopting the 
"black codes,” and rejecting the Fourteenth Amendment, the Southern 
whites seemed to exhibit a vindictive ferocity toward the newly freed 
Negroes. In May, 1866, a quarrel between a Memphis Negro and a white 
teamster led to a riot in which the city police and the poor whites raided 
the Negro quarter and burned and killed promiscuously. Far more serious 
was the disturbance in New Orleans two months later. The Republican 
party in Louisiana was split into pro-Johnson conservatives and Negro suf- 
frage advocates. The latter group determined to hold a constitutional con- 
vention, of dubious legality, in New Orleans, in order to secure the ballot 
for the freedmen and the offices for themselves. Through imbecility in the 
war department,* the Federal troops occupying the city’ were left without 
orders, and the mayor of New Orleans, strongly opposed to Negro equality, 
had the responsibility for preserving order. There were acts of provocation 
on both sides, and finally, on July 30, a procession of Negroes marching 
toward the convention hall was attacked. 

"A shot was fired ... by a policeman, or some colored man in the 
procession,” General Philip Sheridan reported. “This led to other shots, and 
a rush after the procession. On arrival at the front of the Institute [where 
the convention met], there was some throwing of brick-bats by both sides. 
The police . . . were vigorously marched to the scene of the disorder. 
The procession entered the Institute with the flag, about six or eight re- 
maining outside. A row occurred between a poheeman and one of these 

a The military commander in New Orleans wired Washington for instruc- 
tions. Secretary of War Stanton, who favored Negro suffrage, withheld the telegram 
from the President, who would, as he later declared, have ordered the troops to 
disperse the convention. Beale, Critical Year, 349-350. 
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colored men, and a shot was again fired by one of the parties, which led 
to an indiscriminate firing on the building, through the windows, by the 
policemen. This had been going on for a short time, when a white flag was 
displayed from the windows of the Institute, whereupon the firing ceased 
and the police rushed into the building. . . . the policemen opened an 
indiscriminate fire upon the audience until they had emptied their re- 
volvers, when they retired, and those inside barricaded the doors. The door 
was broken in, and the firing again commenced when many of the colored 
and white people either escaped out of the door, or were passed out by 
the policemen inside, but as they came out, the policemen who formed the 
circle nearest the building fired upon them, and they were again fired upon 
by the citizens that formed the outer circle.” 3 

Thirty-seven Negroes and three of their white friends were killed; 1 19 
Negroes and seventeen of their white sympathizers were wounded. Of their 
assailants, ten were wounded and but one killed. President Johnson was, of 
course, horrified by these outbreaks, but the Memphis and New Orleans 
riots, together with the "black codes,” seemed to most Northerners devas- 
tating illustrations of how the President’s policy, if left unchecked, would 
actually operate in the South. 4 

So great was Northern antagonism to the President in the summer of 
1866 that many sober men feared a renewal of civil strife. It was in these 
hectic days that the veterans organized their Grand Army of the Republic, 
which held its first national encampment at Indianapolis in November, 
1866. Though primarily a huge club of ex-soldiers, the G. A. R. promptly 
revealed that it had an ax to grind. Soldier preference in Federal appoint- 
ments soon became a fact, and pension claims were actively pushed. The 
tradition that the Republican party had saved the country, together with 
the constant emphasis upon the enormous debt that the country owed to 
the ex-soldiers, and the further important fact that it was the Republicans 
who had favors to grant, caused the order to stray from its initial policy 
of non-partisanship: indeed it was charged that the organization functioned 
as an adjunct of the Republican party. At least there was no doubt that Re- 
publicans were angling for the soldier vote and capitalizing the motives of 
military patriotism for partisan uses, just as in the South a similar emphasis 
was being promoted by the Democrats. It was even feared that the furious 
antagonism of die G. A. R. to President Johnson, the wide distribution of 
arms, and the defenselessness of the national capital, presented the menace 
of a military coup d'etat, though such a thing is utterly foreign to American 
tradition and experience. 

3 ibid ., 351-352. 

4 It is not to be inferred that the majority of Southern whites approved of 
these riots. The important thing, for the present purpose, is to note how these un- 
fortunate developments were interpreted in the North. 



The Critical Year 


589 


6 

It was amid such commotions and alarms that the campaign of 1866 
for the choice of a new Congress was waged. The President threw himself 
vigorously into the campaign; and in a "swing around the circle" CAu- 
gust 28 to September *5) he visited many of the leading cities, including 
Philadelphia, New York, Albany, Buffalo, Cleveland, Chicago, Indianapo- 
lis, Louisville, Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh. In the rough-and-ready manner 
of a campaigning politician he made a number of speeches, or, as Welles 
said, "essentially but one speech often repeated.” 1 It was a humiliating 
spectacle. At a number of places the President was heckled and hooted at; 
losing his temper he lashed back in language not always refined or discreet. 
The main burden of his speeches was an exposition and defense of "My 
Policy” as it was derisively called; but his statements were "misquoted and 
burlesqued by the Radicals," * and the whole effect was to disgust many 
Americans who were shocked to see the high office of President outraged 
and belittled. The humiliation of Johnson’s friends was expressed in a 
private letter by Doolitde, who deplored the "fatal mistake of the President 
in making extemporaneous speeches," adding: "He falls into the . . . 
error of supposing it possible for him to Jay aside his official character and 
[speak] as a private citizen about public affairs. It is simply an impossibil- 
ity." It was Doolittle’s view that the Washington Birthday speech had "lost 
to our cause" 200,000 votes .* The President’s formal speeches and mes- 
sages brought high praise from men of critical judgment, and he had real 
oratorical power on the stump; but the unfortunate effect of his tour bears 
out the opinion of Doolittle. 

One of the features of the campaign of 1866 was the effort to create a 
new political party which would back the presidential reconstruction pro- 
gram, a movement which centered in the National Union Convention at 
Philadelphia in August, 1 866. It had the avowed approval of the President, 
and its object was to elect a Congress that would uphold his policy. It was 
hoped that this consolidation of conservative sentiment would unite "Dou- 
glas Democrats” and conservative Republicans in opposition to the extremes 
of the Radical group. Among the men connected with the movement were 
such Northerners as Doolittle, Dix, A. W. Randall, O. H. Browning, Edgar 
Cowan, Reverdy Johnson, Frank P. Blair, Jr., and Henry J. Rajmond; while 
on the Southern side the list included Governor James L. Orr of South 
Carolina, B- F. Perry of the same state, and Alexander H. Stephens of 
Georgia. It was the first truly national political convention held in six 
years; it called forth many expressions of hearty approval; and its delibera- 

* Welles, Diary, II, 647. 

* E. P. OBcrholtzer. Hist, of the U. S. since the Cm! War, I, 409. 

* Doolittle to O. H. Browning, Oct. 7, 1866, quoted in Browning, Diary, 
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tions were marked by good sense and judgment. Southern leaders who at- 
tended expressed readiness to return loyally to the Union, repudiate the 
Southern debt, and do justice to the emancipated Negro. They did not 
agree to submit to the fourteenth amendment; but they were enthusiasti- 
cally willing to cooperate in all steps which the President considered need- 
ful for restoration. Only one factor seemed to mar the prevailing note of 
harmony — the presence of such men as Fernando Wood and C. L. Val- 
landigham; but there was “a very general disposition ... to exclude them 
from the Convention,” and the matter was adjusted without a rumpus by 
their withdrawal. The most striking incident of the gathering was the en- 
trance of the Massachusetts and South Carolina delegations arm in arm. 
“On their appearance the vast assemblage rose to their feet and gave cheer 
after cheer for the Union. Many were moved to tears.” As if harmony were 
a thing to be despised, the Radicals sarcastically dubbed the gathering the 
"arm-in-arm” convention . 4 

In its resolutions and "address” the convention implored the voters to 
remember that the war had ended with the authority of the Federal gov- 
ernment vindicated, and reminded them that an earlier Congress had de- 
fined the purpose of the war as maintenance of the Union without impair- 
ment of state rights. Denouncing congressional usurpation and partisanship 
the convention urged a prompt restoration of the states, expressed confi- 
dence in President Johnson, and called for the election of congressmen 
who would cooperate with him. Though the assemblage resembled a “John- 
son rally,” no personal ambition of the President was involved. There seems 
no reason to doubt the President’s statement to Browning that “his only 
ambition was to bring all the states back to their proper relations to the 
general government, and give unity, tranquility and prosperity to the Coun- 
try, and he was then ready to retire.” 5 

The Philadelphia movement, however, failed. The President was un- 
able to capture the imagination of the Northern masses. The Republican 
campaign against Johnson was skilfully organized and brilliantly man- 
aged. Realizing that economic issues would divide their party, its managers 
soft-pedaled such questions as a proposed increase in the tariff, which, it 
was said, would kill the Republican candidates in Indiana, Illinois, and 
Iowa . 6 Instead, they constantly harped on the charge that "the fixed pur- 
pose of Johnson and his allies was "to transfer the entire government from 
die control of die loyal men to Copperheads and rebels.” With sentiments 
so aroused, the campaign was naturally marked by wild vituperation. In 
Ohio Republicans charged diat the President did “not intend a dollar of 
additional bounty shall be paid a Union soldier or his family”; in Wiscon- 

* Browning, Diary, II, 89. 

5 Ibid., II, 79. 

6 Beale, "The Tariff and Reconstruction,” Am. Hist. Rev., XXXV, 293 (Jan., 
1930). 
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sin the allegation was that "Johnson was guilty of the assassination of 
President Lincoln"; in New York the “calamitous and traitorous Execu- 
tive was called an “insolent, drunken brute, in comparison with whom 
Caligula’s horse was respectable." 1 

Such tactics abundantly paid off at the polls. When the campaign of 
1866 was over and the \otes were counted it was found that the President’s 
friends bad been disastrously defeated. The Republicans, who henceforth 
came more and more to follow Radical leadership, obtained more than a 
two-thirds majority in both houses, carrying every "Union state" except 
Delaware, Maryland, and Kentucky. On the day of the election (Novem- 
ber 6) the New York Tribune, typical of the Radical press, harped on Civil 
War emotions and invoked the "spirits of the martyred dead" in its appeal 
for Republican votes. This paper hailed the result with satisfaction; ' but 
Secretary Welles, expressing the view of conservatives, greatly deplored the 
election. To him it seemed that the real political questions had not been dis- 
cussed and that the result was determined by passion, prejudice, and 
hate.* Just after the election Doolittle wrote to Browning: "The elections 
are over and we axe beaten for the present. But our cause will live." By 
their excesses he hoped that the Radicals would bring defeat upon them- 
selves in the next presidential election. 1 * 

1 Beale, Critical Year, 560-361, 370. 

• N. Y. Daily Tribune, Nov. 6, 1866, p. 4; Nov. »o, 1866, p. 4. 

» Welles, Diary. II. 616. 

>® Doolittle to Browning, Nov. 8, 1866, Letters of O. H. Browning (MSS., 
Hi. St. Hist. Libr.J. 



CHAPTER 34 

The Fabric of 
Reconstruction Legislation 


1 

“I was A Conservative in the last session of this Congress,” Thaddeus 
Stevens announced in December, 1866, “but I mean to be a Radical hence- 
forth.” 1 Indeed, the Radicals were in control as the new session of Con- 
gress convened. The Democrats constituted "a hopeless, demoralized, and 
suspected minority,” 2 unable to do much more than denounce the Radi- 
cal program. The conservative Republicans, never numbering more than a 
handful of congressmen, had been emphatically repudiated in the recent 
election. The large moderate majority of the Republican party found itself 
falling increasingly under Radical leadership. Able to thwart the more ex- 
treme Radical proposals, such as Stevens’s plan to divide up Southern 
estates or Sumner’s effort to abolish all segregation, they were, neverthe- 
less, dragged along into adopting new and severe measures toward the 
South. 

In viewing the evolution of the congressional plan of reconstruction 
it will be of advantage first to examine those measures designed to put 
Congress in control of governmental functions and to insure within Con- 
gress the ascendency of the Radical group, in other words to perfect the 
Radical machine. After elaborate debate the two houses resolved that no 
member from any of the insurrectionary states should be admitted into 
either Senate or House until Congress should have declared such state en- 
titled to representation. This made Congress the dominating agency in the 
process of restoration and opened the way for any conditions that the Radi- 
cals might wish to impose upon states seeking readmission. Control of the 
electoral college was taken in two laws: an act of February 8, 1865, which 
enumerated the eleven seceded states and excluded their electoral votes; 
and, for the election four years later, the Edmunds resolution of July 20, 

1 Oberholtzer, I, 422. 

2 Albert V. House, Jr., "Northern Congressional Democrats as Defenders of 
the South during Reconstruction,’’ J. S. H., VI, 48 (Feb., 1940). 
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1868, which excluded from the electoral college all states which should not 
have been recognized according to the congressional formula.* Congres- 
sional control of the army was attempted by the army appropriation act of 
March 2, 1867, which prescribed that all military orders emanating from 
the President or the secretary of war should be issued through the general 
of the army, whose headquarters were to be at Washington and who was 
not to be removed nor assigned to duty outside Washington without the 
approval of the Senate.* Contrary orders were declared void, and officers is- 
suing or heeding them were made heavily punishable as guilty of misde- 
meanors. The act also declared the mtlitia of the seceded states disbanded 
and forbade their organization or use except as authorized by Congress. 

In declaring certain military orders of the President void, this law, in 
the opinion of competent authorities, infringed upon his constitutional 
power as commander-in-chief of the army, while it also involved a destruc- 
tion of state militia functions. The significance of the law will be better 
appreciated when one recalls how far reconstruction was formulated along 
the lines of a military program. Grant as general of the army was counted 
upon to cooperate with the Radicals; and all the circumstances of the time 
show that the purpose of the act was to tie the P resident’s bands by pre- 
venting him from removing the general or controlling the army through 
him. 

By another law Congress seized control of its sessions. The first regular 
session of the Fortieth Congress, elected in r866, would normally have 
begun in December, 1 867. By act of January 22, 1867, however, an addi- 
tional session of that and succeeding Congresses was provided, to begin 
on the 4th of March following the election. 5 Though the legality of this 
session was not successfully challenged, it was the opinion of Attorney 
General Stanbery that this first session of the Fortieth Congress was un- 
constitutional, since according to his view Congress had no authority to 
create an additional term, and the function of calling Congress into extra 
session belonged to the President. In addition to its other extraordinary 
measures Congress undertook control of the process of amending the Con- 
stitution. The method by which the fourteenth amendment was put 
through was not the untrammeled procedure indicated in the Constitution, 
but a special procedure in which the national legislature did more than 
merely “propose” an amendment as the Constitution contemplated.* 

Congress also brought the cabinet within its control by the tennre-of- 
office act, to be discussed later, and proceeded far in the control of the 
Supreme Court by so limiting its appellate jurisdiction as to avert a deci- 

* Cong. Globe, 40 Cong; 2 sess-, 4236 Clul? 20, j 868). 

* U. S. Slat, at Large, XIV, 486-487; Richardson, Messages and Papers, VI, 

47»- 

* U. S. Stat. at Large, XIV, 378. 

* See below, pp. 633-637. 
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sion which might overrule the reconstruction acts. Finally, by the political 
use of the impeachment process the men on Capitol Hill narrowly missed 
seizing the presidency itself. As the successive features of the congressional 
program unfolded, there loomed the specter of congressional dictatorship; 
and conservatives feared some kind of revolution, with civil commotions 
more serious than those of the war through which the country had just 
passed. 

Viewed from another angle, this matter of congressional control in- 
volved not merely laws but various types of political manipulation. If the 
Radicals were to carry out their program, it was essential that they have a 
two-thirds Radical majority (not merely a Republican majority) in both 
houses; and the story of the methods by which this majority was obtained 
would require considerable excursions into the field of partisan strategy. 
Radical managers took advantage of every opening to reshape the member- 
ship of the legislative chambers. Democratic congressmen elected in Ken- 
tucky were denied seats in 1 867 on the ground that “loyal voters” had been 
“overawed,” that the "elections were carried by . . . returned rebels,” and 
that “several” of the representatives-elect from that state were “alleged” to 
be "disloyal." After refusal to permit these men to be sworn in, an investiga- 
tion revealed that the charges were unsustained. By this method certain 
members were excluded while important reconstruction measures were 
passed, though they were later found to be entitled to their seats. 7 Accord- 
ing to Thaddeus Stevens it was with the same motive that Daniel Voorhees, 
a Democrat from Indiana, was unseated 8 in the House of Representatives. 
The Senate unseated John P. Stockton of New Jersey ostensibly on the 
ground that the state legislature had chosen him by a plurality instead of 
a majority vote of the two houses; but the motive seems to have been the 
elimination of a member who did not support the Radical program. Where 
legislators could not be unseated or silenced in their opposition, they were 
marked for later vengeance. For supporting Johnson’s policy Senator Cowan 
of Pennsylvania was punished by the Senate’s refusal to confirm him when 
appointed minister to Austria. The New York Tribune referred to the re- 
jection as a “hint to Mr. Johnson that the Senate does not intend to reward 
the men who abandoned their party in order to serve the President.” 9 

When these measures and party devices had been completed, the Radi- 
cals were ready to impose their will upon the South and upon the country. 
The functioning of tfie legislative machine having been made effective, 

7 House Jour., July 3, 1867, p. 161; “Kentucky Elections House 

Alisc. Doc. No. 47, 40 Cong., 1 sess.; Bio g. Dir. of Amer. Cong. (House Doc. No. 
783, 69 Cong., 2 sess.), 295. 

3 Concerning the charge of political motives in unseating Voorhees, Stevens 
said. I had been more earnest than usual . . ., inasmuch as at this moment 
every vote which was fairly ours should be considered.” Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 
1 sess., 1003 (Feb. 23, 1866); C. G. Bowers, The Tragic Era, 107-108. 

9 N. Y. SemiAVeehly Tribune, Mar. 15, 1867, p. 5. 
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The South had waited in anxious suspense while Congress dallied and 
debated; now at last when a reconstruction law had been passed after a 
delay of two years, its main effect was to plunge the Southern mind into a 
maze of uncertainty. Who in particular were disfranchised? Why was this 
disfranchisement extended to thousands who had been Unionists follow- 
ing the close of the war? Were slate governments in the South immediately 
to be annulled? How was a constitutional convention to be called? Would 
Congress later provide further details concerning these conventions? Did 
the Sherman bill embrace county officers (sheriffs, clerks, judges, etc.) in 
its disqualifying provisions, or only executive, legislative, and judicial offi- 
cers of the state? Mow could competent men be obtained in the South for 
the new governments, with safe Southern men disfranchised and extremely 
few Southerners available who could take the prescribed oath? Must 
Southern governments be put into the hands of so-called Union men who 
were in fact disloyal and who had become “blatant Union men” from mo- 


tives of gain and duplicity? Were Negroes eligible for office under the new 
bill? Would not those proscribed be finally pardoned? These were a few of 
the questions which the reconstruction act provoked. 

Southerners had drunk the cup of surrender and had disbanded their 


armies. They had repudiated the Southern debt, had solemnly renounced 
secession, had accepted the antislavery amendment. This they thought 
would be the end. New governments, loyal to the United States, had been 
set up. The President had recognized them, and their representatives had 
made their appearance in Washington, to be denied recognition in Con- 
gress. The next phase was a long delay, with wrangling and voluminous 
debating. Then came the fourteenth amendment. Here the Southerners 
balked. Their legislatures refused ratification. But even if ratification had 
been given, what assurance did the South have that this would be a finality? 
I he people regarded such men as Stevens and Wade as leaders at Wash- 
ington; and these men had hinted of further conditions to be imposed. 

ow in i aic 1 o 1867, when a supposedly comprehensive reconstruction 
bill was passed, Southern citizens were not only mystified as to its meaning, 
but were left doubt as to whether, after all these new conditions had 
been fulfilled, they would then actually be readmitted to the Union. 4 

In addition to uncertainly as to ambiguities in the Jaw, there was also 
evident ,n the South an attitude of indignation and defiance which was in 
part a carry-over from wartime ardor, in part a distrust of Northern notions 

M n 7 7 ’ an T> ' n ? Ut rcscminc "t against the proscription of 
u hern leaders. Thus with the passage of the reconstruction bill the 

nossSvrt^f 5 ' 7 n0t ! T WhCrC thcy St00d - Thcre ^emed a strong 
possibility that the Supreme Court would declare the law unconstitutional; 

4 Tins summary of Southern questioninr is h-.se, 1 el 1 .... 

written to Senator John Sherman. Sherman MSS. CLibr of r UP °x 3CtUa 
cially nos. 2715;, 27260, 27266. ^ Cong.), passim, espe- 
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but even without this added uncertainty the terms of the law itself seemed 
impossible to interpret in any manner conformable to Southern ideas of 
law and order. "After two years [wrote a Virginia editor], . . . we are 
just launched on the path of . . . reconstruction, Perhaps the bill means 
that the present government of Virginia is not even provisional — but void. 
Perhaps we shall not even have a ‘provisional’ government until there is an 
election under the . . . bill. If so, all the . . . legislation of the past six 
years are [sic] void; and we are ... in perfect chaos.” 5 

Of itself the reconstruction act accomplished nothing except to create 
puzzlement, confusion, and resentment in the South. Though declaring 
terms upon which new Southern governments were to be formed, the act 
was deficient in providing the initial impetus for launching such govern- 
ments. The process of calling conventions according to the congressional 
model was left to the people. If, however, the people took no steps toward 
reorganization, they would remain under their existing state governments 
(formed on the Johnson model) subject to military rule. It soon became 
evident that the Southern whites elected to remain in this condition, where 
their state officials were in sympathy with dominant Southern aims, rather 
than wreck their existing governments, intrust governmental functions to 
the Negro, and proscribe those whom they regarded as typical Southerners 
and competent leaders. To quote a declaration by conservative whites in 
Arkansas, reconstruction by the congressional plan was "an impossibility." 
Any reconstruction such as contemplated by the Radicals would result "in 
the certain degradation, prostration and complete rum of the State.” * 

To deal with this situation the Radicals in Congress resolved to set the 
wheels moving by their own outside impulse. For this purpose there was 
passed the supplemental reconstruction act of March 23, 1867. Under this 
law the Federal military commanders in the South were directed to take 
the initiative and to launch the necessary proceedings as to registration of 
voters, election of delegates, assembling of conventions, and adoption of 
state constitutions. President Johnson, of course, vetoed the bill, pointing 
out that governments existed in the South which had been made in the ac- 
customed way and were conformable to the "acknowledged standards of 
loyalty and republicanism." He denounced the Federal imposition of uni- 
versal Negro suffrage, which was a matter that belonged to the states; and 
he could not approve "this legislative machinery of martial law, military 
coercion, and political disfranchisement.” ’ 

» Charlottesville (Virginia) Chronicle, Feb. 26, 1867. 

• Fleming, Doc. Hist , I, 423-424. 

T Richardson, Messages and Papers, VI, 533. The veto was overridden the very 
day it was received (March 23, 1867). The vote in the House was 1:4 to 2$ (25 
not voting), in the Senate 40 to 7. 
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The South, thus reduced to “conquered provinces,” was organized into 
five military districts, each under the command of a major general. The as- 
signing of generals to these commands belonged to the President; but 
Johnson’s performance of this painful duty was hardly more than a matter 
of accepting the advice of the general-in-chief of the army. Schofield was 
appointed fpr the district comprising Virginia; Sickles for North and South 
Carolina; Pope for Georgia, Alabama, and Florida; Ord for Mississippi and 
Arkansas; Sheridan for Louisiana and Texas. There were numerous 
changes in these appointments: Stoneman, A. S. Webb, and Canby were 
the successors of Schofield; Meade followed Pope; and a series of generals 
succeeded to other commands. 1 Among the less objectionable to Southerners 
were Hancock and Meade; the more objectionable included Sheridan, 
Sickles, and Pope. 

Perhaps the greatest disturbance appeared under Sheridan in Louisi- 
ana, where the suppression of civil government by military rule presented 
analogies to the wartime situation under Butler. Sheridan arbitrarily re- 
moved sundry officials, including a city judge, a city treasurer, the mayor of 
New Orleans, the attorney general of the state, and a board of levee com- 
missioners who controlled the disbursement of $4,000,000. He also re- 
moved J. Madison Wells, governor of Louisiana, and appointed B. F. 
Flanders in his place. Further trouble arose in the matter of the registration 
of Negro voters and the denial of registration to whites. Finally such was 
the disorder and agitation under Sheridan that Johnson transferred him to 
another area and assigned the command over Louisiana and Texas to W. S. 
Hancock, whose administration proved less provocative. 

Confronted with practical problems in the enforcement of the recon- 
struction acts, President Johnson sought advice from his attorney general, 
Henry' Stanbery, who gave an opinion (June 20, 1867) that the military 
commanders were not authorized to promulgate codes in defiance of civil 
governments in the states, but were to cooperate with the existing govern- 
ments, which, it will be remembered, had been set up under Johnson’s plan. 
Stanbery s opinion was intended to offer guidance to the President in his 
difficult position; and the President through the adjutant general issued a 
series of instructions to the commanders in the South indicating the man- 
ner in which recent acts of Congress should be applied. At this point, how- 
ever, the Radicals of Congress, seeing in the President’s instructions an at- 
tempt to undo their work, arranged for a reassembling of Congress in July', 
at which time they passed a third reconstruction act,” calculated to inter- 
pret and make effective their preceding legislation. 

This third reconstruction act resolved itself largely into a statement of 

1 Ami. Cyc., 1867, 736; Fleming, Sequel of Appomattox, 140 n. 
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the "true intent and meaning” of the preceding measures, thus piling up an 
accumulated mass of supplemental, explanatory, and interpretative legisla- 
tion that only a Philadelphia lawyer could grasp. Congress now declared 
that existing state governments in the South were "not legal" and were fully 
subject to the military commanders and the paramount authority of Con- 
gress. The general of the army and the commanders of the military districts 
were directed to remove any state official who should "hinder, delay, pre- 
vent or obstruct the due and proper administration” of the reconstruction 
acts. Registration boards prescribed by the act of March 2.3 were empow- 
ered to deny registration on suspicion that oath-talcing was not in good 
faith-, and the provisions concerning the oath were given a stricter interpre- 
tation, so that participation in the "rebellion” could be established by parol 
evidence, without the requirement of record evidence. Registration officers 
were directed to revise registration lists in keeping with the new “interpre- 
tation," and the removal of such officers was authorized whenever “need- 
ful.” To further emphasize the supremacy of the military power through 
Congress, it was provided that no military commander, nor any officer act- 
ing under him, should be bound "by the opinion of any civil officer of the 
United States.” Finally there was added a curious clause which “enacted” 
that the reconstruction laws should "be construed liberally, to the end that 
all the intents thereof may be fully and perfectly carried out." This last 
clause was less a matter of legislation than a mandate as to the interpreta- 
tion of legislation. Congress was introducing a distinction between the law 
and the “intent” of the law, and was appealing to executory officers to fol- 
low only a specified course in "construing" legislation whose purpose and 
meaning were continually undergoing restatement by Congress itself. 

Three reconstruction acts had now been passed, two of them supple- 
mental to the first. Some months elapsed; and it then became evident that 
the legislative machinery was not even yet accomplishing the purpose of 
the Radicals. As the law then stood (act of March 23,1 867, supplemental 
to the act of March 2, 1867) the adoption of a new constitution in a 
Southern state required a majority of all registered voters, not merely a ma- 
jority of the votes cast. Seeing in this situation a chance to defeat the newly 
proposed Radical constitution in Alabama, framed by delegates said to 
represent merely the Negroes and non-residents, a conference of conserva- 
tive men, assembled at Montgomery, issued an appeal to the people of the 
state advising those opposed to the constitution to refrain from voting. Con- 
servatives knew that the law was so framed against them that they could 
not defeat the constitution at the election; and by refraining from voting 
they hoped to accomplish more than by going to the Radical-controlled 
polls and trying to cast negative votes, because their known attitude would 
cause the whole vote to be lighter, and the Radicals, being under the 
necessity of changing their own law so as to permit the constitution to be 
adopted by a mere majority of the votes cast, would thus "exhibit . . . 
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the fact that the constitution they impose is not the constitution of the 
people of Alabama, but . . . of a minority . . and that, a negro minor- 
ity.” 2 When the constitution was voted on (February 4, 1868) it was de- 
feated by reason of the fact that the affirmative vote of about 70,000 
amounted to less than half the number of registered voters, which was 
about 167,000. 

Because of this situation Congress now passed the "fourth reconstruc- 
tion act,” by which a majority of the votes actually cast was made sufficient 
to put a new constitution into force, no matter how small the minority tak- 
ing part in the election. This meant that the cards were stacked in favor 
of the Radicals, whose intention to force their type of government upon 
the South was emphasized by another provision of law, which gave the 
franchise to any voter who had resided in the election district for ten days 
preceding the election, “upon presentation of his certificate of registration, 
his affidavit, or other satisfactory evidence,” under regulations made by 
the district commander. 2 This fourth reconstruction act became law on 
March xi, 1868, without the President’s signature, by the operation of 
the ten days rule. 

Thus by March of 1868 the Radical party had, three years after the 
close of the war, built up its structure of legislation and supplemental legis- 
lation. The reconstruction acts were now launched; minorities, though 
made up of outsiders and Negroes, were sufficient to establish new govern- 
ments; district military commanders, with power to set up military com- 
missions in the place of the civil courts, were in possession with "sufficient 
military force . . . to . . . enforce . . . authority”; 4 opposition to the 
“directory" at Washington was ineffective; and the readiness to pile statute 
upon statute indicated a determination of the Radicals to permit no de- 
feat of their purposes even by the provisions of their own laws. 

2 Ann. Cyc., 1868, 15-16. 

3 U. S. Stat. at Large, XV, 41. 

4 Reconstruction act of March 2, 1867, sec. 2, U. S. Stat. at Large, XIV, 428. 
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The President Impeached 


The effort to remove President Johnson by impeachment was of a piece 
with the rest of the Radical program. The full story reveals the absence 
of the judicial attitude in House and Senate. The impeachment movement 
of 1867, proceeding by way of an investigation as a necessary preliminary 
to an impeachment resolution, resulted in defeat on the part of the im- 
peachers; then in j868, with no prior investigation and without even any 
charges to give colorable pretext to its action, the House passed the im- 
peachment resolution, to be followed by articles of impeachment, after 
which the President was put on trial for his official life and reputation be- 
fore a Senate made up chiefly of his outspoken enemies. In the end, how- 
ever, the Radicals failed of conviction by one vote. The final outcome was 
to fix the precedent that the weapon of Federal impeachment, which is not 
merely a "method of removal,” shall not be degraded to partisan purposes. 


On January 7, 1 867, the House passed a resolution offered by Ashley 
of Ohio by which the judiciary committee was instructed to investigate 
accusations gainst the President. The resolution read: "1 [i.e., James M. 
Ashley] do impeach Andrew Johnson, Vice President and acting President 
of the United States, of high crimes and misdemeanors. I charge him with 
usurpation of power [etc.]. . . . Therefore, Be it Resolved, That the 
Committee on the Judiciary be . . . authorized to inquire into the . . . 
conduct of Andrew Johnson,” 1 etc. 

In the ensuing months the House judiciary committee conducted an 
elaborate "investigation” in which they dealt with a heterogeneous mass of 
charges touching such matters as Johnson’s action in returning property 
to Southern railroads, his pardons, his restoration of private property to 
"rebels,” his alleged corrupt use of the veto and appointing powers, his re- 
luctance to prosecute Jefferson Davis, his so-called "treason” during the 
war, and his falsely rumored guilt in connection with the assassination of 
Lincoln. The committee hearings descended to cheap sensation ah’ sm in 

1 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 2 sess 
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connection with the "testimony” of one Conover, alias Dunham, who of- 
fered, for a money consideration, to produce "evidence” of Johnson’s com- 
plicity in the assassination. Even after Conover was imprisoned for perjury 
(which, he said, had been induced by the President’s impeachers), Ashley 
sought him in prison and offered to procure his release in return for a 
further letter concerning the fantastic charge that Johnson had a guilty 
preknowledge of the assassination. 2 In this testimony-hunting it developed 
that the sum of $25,000 was named as the amount demanded for fabri- 
cated letters implicating the President. 8 It is significant that Ashley, after 
all his talk of evidence in his possession against the President, was forced 
to admit before the committee that his "evidence” was not of a "legal char- 
acter,” that it was “not that kind of evidence which would satisfy the great 
mass of men, especially the men who do not concur with me in my theory 
about tliis matter,” but that it nevertheless "satisfied” him, and that he 
"could come [to] a conclusion to which impartial men, holding different 
views, could not come.” * 

The judiciary committee at first opposed the impeachment, judging 
that sufficient grounds did not exist. One of the members, however, 
Churchill of New York, changed his position; and by a five-to-four deci- 
sion the committee recommended to the House that the President be im- 
peached and held to answer before the Senate. No articles of impeachment 
were prepared by the committee. The gravamen of their accusations against 
Johnson consisted of various "omissions of duty” and "usurpations of 
power” in connection with pardons, restoration of property, vetoes, and 
the like. 8 The keynote of the proceeding is found in the committee’s own 
statement that all the President’s offenses are referable "to the one great 
overshadowing purpose of reconstructing the . . . rebel States in accord- 
ance with his own will, in the interests of the great criminals who carried 
them into the rebellion.” 0 Impeachment, according to the committee’s 
concept, was not confined to crimes nor to offenses indictable under the 
statutes. It referred, they said, "not so much to moral conduct as to official 
relations ; 7 yet it was for crimes and misdemeanors that the President 
was to be impeached as recommended in the resolution which they framed 
and presented. Dissenting members of the committee stated that the re- 
port of the majority resolved all presumptions against the President and af- 
firmed statements in support of which there is not a particle of evidence 
before us which would be received by any court in the land.” 5 

- House Report No. 7, 40 Cong., 1 scss., 1197 (second pagination). 

* ibid., 1193. 

* Ibid., 1198-1199. 

8 I bid. (first pagination), 58. 

' I bid. (first pagination), 2. 

7 Ibid, (first pagination), 50-51. 

* Hid. (first pagination), 59. 



The President Impeached 


603 

When put upon its passage in the House, the committee’s resolution 
to impeach the President was voted down, 57 to 108.® Thus the "first im- 
peachment” failed. Then came the controversy over Stanton’s removal, giv- 
ing an entirely new turn to the impeachment effort. The tenure-cf-ofSce 
act, passed by the Radicals of Congress on March 2, 1867, had made the 
removal of cabinet officers subject to the consent of the Senate, its viola- 
tion being punishable as a “high misdemeanor.” Though there was uncer- 
tainty and quibbling as to the meaning of the law and even as to the pur- 
pose of Congress in passing it, 1 ® the mooted statute acquired importance 
from its use as a means of preventing the President’s removal of the secre- 
tary of war, and more especially as a statutory basis for declaring the Chief 
Executive a violator of law. Every member of the cabinet disapproved of 
the bill; and Stanton himself assisted in preparing the President’s veto mes- 
sage denouncing the act as unconstitutional. Indeed, according to the diary 
of O. H. Browning, “Mr. Stanton was more earnest and emphatic in . . . 
his objections than any member of the Cabinet.” The President, adds 
Browning, requested Stanton to prepare the veto message; and the secre- 
tary of war, though declining to do so because of a rheumatic arm, made 
suggestions "of the points of the veto” to Seward, who prepared the mes- 
sage. 11 

2 

As legatee of the Lincoln administration, Johnson had long hesitated 
to make changes in the ill-assorted cabinet of the war President. For a 
long period he avoided asking the resignation of those members who were 
causing him embarrassment; but he had taken advantage of voluntary resig- 
nation to bring into the cabinet men of his own views: A. W. Randall in 
place of Dennison in the post office department; Henry Stanbery to suc- 
ceed Speed as attorney general; and O. H. Browning fan Illinois conserva- 
tive and friend of Lincoln) to take Harlan’s post in the interior department. 
These changes, completed in the latter part of 1866, had given the Presi- 
dent a harmonious cabinet with the exception of Secretary of War Stanton, 
whose failure to cooperate and whose alliance with the Radicals had placed 
a great strain upon the President’s forbearance, a quality which Johnson 
possessed to a greater degree than is usually supposed. His patience at 
length exhausted, the President, during a recess of Congress, suspended 
Stanton from office (August 12, 1867) and authorized Grant to act as 
secretary of war ad interim. 

Grant accepted, thus plainly implying that the President bad bis con- 
fidence and support; but bis wavering attitude soon drew him into an em- 

* Dec. 7, 1867. Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 2 sess., 68. 

10 See below, p. 612. 

11 Browning, Diary, II, 13*, 190; "Notes of Colonel W. G. Moore" Am. Hist. 
Rev., XIX, no; Welles, Diary, in, 50, 52, 54; Bancroft, Seward, II, 465. 
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barrassing and equivocal position. His postwar conduct had followed no 
clear-cut policy, not even the Sherman policy of avoiding politics. As con- 
quering hero in an age when army laurels were emphasized he found him- 
self after the war the most popular man in the North. Not only for this, 
but also because he was head of the army, the general was besieged by the 
Radicals on one side and by Johnson’s friends on the other, being mean- 
while cheered, feted, banqueted, obsequiously courted by politicians, and 
showered with costly gifts. He participated in cabinet sessions under both 
Lincoln arid Johnson and was generally supposed to favor a generous res- 
toration of the South. With Farragut he had accompanied Johnson in his 
speaking tour of 1866, though at this time he was accessible to Radical 
blandishments. On political matters he tried to be noncommittal; but by 
the time reconstruction measures had matured in Congress he was co- 
operating with the Radicals and with Stanton in the suppressive use of 
military power in the South. 

President Johnson of course supposed that Grant’s acceptance of a 
place in his cabinet meant that he could rely on his cooperation. On one 
point in particular he found such cooperation essential. Anticipating the 
Senate’s refusal to confirm Stanton’s suspension and desiring to test the 
constitutionality of the tenure act in the courts, the President sought an 
understanding with Grant. An elaborate controversy later developed as to 
what this understanding was; certainly the President believed that Grant 
agreed either to remain at the head of the war department until a court 
decision could be obtained or to resign before the Senate acted, so that the 
President could appoint someone who would retain the office. 1 

As expected, the Senate refused to concur in Stanton’s removal, where- 
upon Grant, having held the office of secretary ad interim up to this point, 
now surrendered it to Stanton. The President regarded this as a violation 
of a solemn promise. After trying in vain to induce General W. T. Sher- 
man to accept the office, Johnson appointed General Lorenzo Thomas. On 
February 21, 1868, he sent Stanton a letter removing him from office as 
secretary of war and directing him to yield the office to Thomas, to whom 
lie sent an official commission. There followed a serio-comic scene between 
Thomas, who demanded the office, and Stanton, who refused to surrender; 
after which Thomas withdrew and Stanton barricaded his rooms. From 
this time forward Stanton kept the "office” (not only the rooms where offi- 
cial business was conducted, but also the bulk of the functions of secretary 
of war), while Thomas attended cabinet meetings and enjoyed a nominal 
recognition by the President as secretary of war ad interim. 

With the tenure act and the removal of Stanton in mind as the basis 

1 U F °l 1 SUI1 ’ marization of ‘lie mass of material (in the Johnson papers and 
elsewhere) bearing upon this question, sec Diary of O. H. Browning, II, 178 n., 
180 n. Hcsscltine {Grant, 107 n.) considers that the evidence against Grant on this 
point is flimsy.” 
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for a new effort, tie leaders of the House now returned to the attack upon 
the President; and by a vote of 126 to 47 they procured the passage (Feb- 
ruary 24, 1868) of the Covode resolution “That Andrew Johnson, Presi- 
dent of the United States, be impeached of high crimes and misdemeanors 
in office,” * The resolution was passed with no specific accusation whatever 
pending before the House in the form of an indictment or article of im- 
peachment. It was well understood that the matter of Stanton’s removal 
was the legal ground for the revival of the impeachment movement; the 
failure of the President’s opponents to obtain a vote against him on general 
grounds of corruption and the like was an event fresh in memory. Yet the 
resolution of impeachment was the subject of spectacular debate in which 
the President was slandered and denounced on general principles and in 
which the former discredited charges were repeated and used to swing 
votes, 

One could vote for this loose and sweeping resolution even though 
doubting tbe sufficiency of the Stanton affair as a basis for removing the 
President. As J. M. Ashley said: . . this (the removal of Stanton] is one 
of the smallest of the crimes of the President.” "If Mr. Johnson had been 
guilty of no impeachable offense until his removal of Mr. Stanton, no one 
believes that a majority of this house could be induced to vote for his im- 
peachment now.” * This was a significant admission. Ashley, as we have 
seen, had failed to obtain an impeachment on his extravagant charges, and 
such charges were not before the House; yet they were undoubtedly used 
to influence the vote on the impeachment resolution. The remarks of Repre- 
sentative Lawrence of Ohio may be compared to those of Ashley. Lawrence 
asserted that the removal of the secretary was by no means the highest of 
Johnson’s crimes and added : "Prior to his attempted removal 4 of Secretary 
Stanton ... he had violated the Constitution in that wicked ... at- 
tempt to create . . . governments in . . . the rebel States, . . . and 
to organize those States as members of the Union.” * 

Articles of impeachment were now sought and produced; but since 
the House had voted to impeach the President (with no accusation pend- 
ing) the discussion of articles was in no sense a deliberation as to whether 
the President had committed an impeachable "crime,” nor was the debate 
on specific articles a matter of reconsidering the vote to impeach. All the 
emphasis, as shown by a study of the record, was now placed upon the 

* Ceng. Globe, 40 Cong., z sess., 1400. 

* IHi., Il6l. 

4 The use of the phrase “attempted removal” is significant. Stanton had not 
been physically removed: indeed he had not been effectually ousted from the office. 
It was not until the conclusion of the impeachment trial by the acquittal of the 
President that Stanton, on May 26, 1868, relinquished charge of the war depart- 
ment. Ann. Cyc., 1868, 74 j; and see below, p. 61 1. 

* Cong. Globe, 40 Cong, 2 sess., IS49 (Feb. 29, 1868). 
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framing of charges in such a way as to avoid difficulties in the procuring of 
evidence (for which reason the charges were not to be made too severe), 
and to insure the success of the prosecution before the bar of the Senate. 
In order to facilitate prosecution some of the articles bore the ad hominem 
feature, being designed to put a senator in an inconsistent position, in view 
of previous commitments, if he voted for acquittal. The members were 
considering not justice to Johnson, but the value of each article in promot- 
ing conviction. In the adoption of the articles (the essence of the impeach- 
ment function) the House in its proceedings bore less the character of a 
grand jury than of a group of lawyers for the prosecution. 

If a study of impeachments elsewhere in American history be made 
in comparison with the Johnson case, the defects of procedure in 1868 be- 
come even more clear. Normal procedure involves a preliminary resolution 
calling for an investigation preparatory to the preparation of articles; then, 
if the investigation warrants it, the presentation of definite charges, on 
which there should be real deliberation. After this comes the vote on im- 
peachment, which cannot properly be defined otherwise than as a vote on 
the articles. In the first unsuccessful impeachment effort, the House did 
pass (January 7, 1867) a preliminary resolution to determine whether 
Johnson’s conduct required "the interposition of the constitutional power of 
this House.” 0 In 1868, however, proceedings began not with an investiga- 
tion, not even with the presentation of charges, but with the Covode reso- 
lution that Johnson "be impeached of high crimes and misdemeanors”; and 
this resolution was referred not to the committee on the judiciary, but to 
the committee on reconstruction, by whose chairman (Stevens) it was re- 
ported to the House (February 22) with the recommendation that it be 
adopted. 7 

Two days later it was passed; and the next step should be carefully 
noted. While as yet no specific charges against Johnson had been adopted 
by the House, or had even been prepared, that body passed, under a sus- 
pension of the rules, the motion of Thaddeus Stevens that a committee of 
two be appointed to impeach Andrew Johnson at the bar of the Senate and 
to inform the Senate that the House would in due time "exhibit particular 
articles of impeachment . . . and make good the same" 8 The committee 
was further instructed to demand that the Senate provide "for the appear- 
ance of . . . Andrew Johnson to answer to said impeachment.” At the 
same time the House voted that a committee of seven be appointed, not to 
investigate, but to report articles of impeachment” against Johnson. The 
committee of seven was designated in the record as a "Committee to declare 
Articles of Impeachment against the President of the United States,” and it 
consisted of George S. Boutwell (Massachusetts), Thaddeus Stevens 

* Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 2 scss., 320. 

7 Ibid., 40 Cong., 2 scss., 1336. 

8 Italics added. I bid., 1400. 
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fice 1 The eleventh and last of the charges (the “omnibus article”) re- 
peated in slightly different words the various earlier accusations touching 
the removal of Stanton and added a charge that the President had referred 
to the Thirty-Ninth Congress as “a Congress of only part of the States, 
thereby denying, and intending to deny, that the legislation of said Con- 
gress was valid. . . Touching as it did a spot on which many senators 
were sensitive, this article was designed to capture votes which the other 
charges might not draw. After affirming that the President in denouncing 
Congress had disregarded the Constitution and the laws, the eleventh 
article further declared that he had attempted to prevent the execution of 
three acts — the tenure act, the first reconstruction act, and the army act of 
March 2, 1867. The multiplication of counts in the accusation and the 
elaboration of the impeachment articles to a point where their bulk was 
out of all proportion to their content were a matter of design on the part 
of the impeachment promoters. They knew that if the President were con- 
victed on any one of the eleven articles, the whole purpose of the attack 
upon him would be accomplished. Yet the net result of all their zeal was a 
set of charges which could be narrowed down to the removal of Stanton, 
the assertion of authority over the army (of which the President is com- 
mander-in-chief), non-cooperation in congressional reconstruction, and 
criticism of Congress. 

Not once did the articles include the charge of corruption. The adverb 
“unlawfully" was used; but the word “corruptly” did not appear. Unwit- 
tingly a tribute was paid to the President’s probity: had actual evidence of 
corruption been at hand, it would undoubtedly have been presented. The 
attempt to find such evidence in 1867 had failed; and now in 1 868 the op- 
ponents of the President, instead of accusing him of heinous or corrupt 
acts, were taking the legalistic ground that things easy to prove, such as 
criticism of Congress and attempted removal of a cabinet officer, were im- 
peachable offenses. 

4 

Before the trial opened in the Senate, that body had taken measures 
for increasing the number of Radical, anti-Johnson senators. By a renewal 
of an effort launched the previous year, bills were passed in 1867 to create 
two more states, Colorado and Nebraska. Proceedings on these bills came 
to a vote just after the launching of the impeachment drive of 1867. Oppo- 
sition by President Johnson, however, caused Radical hopes to be only half 
fulfilled; for, both bills having been vetoed, only the Nebraska bill was 
passed oyer the veto. On March 1, 1867, six years later than its territorial 
twm (Kansas), Nebraska thus became the thirty-seventh state in the 
Union. The Colorado case presented a different result. President Johnson, 

1 Very seldom are the articles printed in full. See Ann. Cyc., 1868, 352 ff. 



* 9 S* *m 

./•flooi ‘ooj2ctra5EA\) uosuyol majpay f° J'Kl 13ntnrl S ”I««D J° oonndQ , 
v ’ -iSl ‘'iddns *-ts»s z ‘ 2uoq o* ‘‘piqj 

'a-S -Jew) 1041-9691 ‘I 89 i-i 49 * ‘ SS3S z " SDO 0 ' 5 TO ■Suo^*', 8981 

■64 Z ‘UOSUtfO/ }0 fU3IU7{3V3dlUl 'niA\ s a 'HI -Q , 

* „-XJ3AE[s qim sappq 1B3l3 ^ 
aqj jo 3U0 i| p3[[eo - * • SABq I * * • ‘pafqo jEoqqod b ipuiv puB— Apoq 
popqod b siojaq— japBiBqa ujirapiiod st • * * Smpaaaoid spp s 5Elp SBAl 
uotuido sjauums , „’3jBua$ aqi ajojaq., imod aqi pS 01 pajuBAv 3 q 8 m x BS 
‘jpsunq {33133X103 33 uo ;e puB XjaquEJS Xq dn iq8nB3 sbav aq , ( ‘*moa atp 
aiojaq,, Aitounisai jo Jiq b 2upp8 jo aqods 'anSuoj aqi jo dijs e Aq ‘iapnq 
-jj .g uaqM souq '3^C3 juaiuqaBadim UE 2uiAji uaqAv XipEdsa {Bapqod b in 
girp3E sbav inq ‘pnoo e jou sbav ajBua$ aqi jeqi pauasse s[B3ipBy aqj_ 

•uoisnpuoo 3uo8ajoj e sbav uoipiAuoa s,uosuqo{ joj aj 0 A 
sjH |'uf ujoavs sbav apB^\ ‘ J 3A3Moq ‘uoissnasip {{nj E J31JV ’l in 03 [Briojeuas 
3 in JO jaquiaui b sb ujoavs aq 01 unq joj jadoidun A{iB 8 aj puB XjjBaiqp 
sbav 11 jq 8 noqi auios 'isajaiui [Buosaad Suoas e pcq aq qoiqav ui japem 
B uo iuauiSpnf ui Supjis 3A[0 aui pjnoAi {Bin aqi ur uoqsdppjBd s.ap^AV 
33 UIS puB ‘jBq IB si juapisajj 3qi usqAV {Bill luauiqoEadiui UB ui HBd b 8 in 
-ABq uiojj (jossaaans s.iuapjsajj aqi) luapjsajj-aaiA aqi sjuaAaid Ageagp 
-ads uopippsuoD aqi 33Ul S 'PAOuraa s.uosuqof jo luaAa aqi ui juapisajg 
aiuoaaq pinoAV ‘ajBuas aqi jo aaoduiaj oad juapisajd se ‘apB^V ‘poois uaip 
IT SB avej aip japufj q{B3 noi 2up(B1-qiE0 aqi UI paqosaj SBAV apEAV jo aureu 
aqi uaqAv paiuasaid sbav iuiod 8 upsajajuj uy - gz Aej\j pp panuquoo {eu; 
aqi pus ‘SJOlEuas aqi 01 paiaisruiiupe sbav qiBO aip 9 puB S qaJEjq uq 
• luapisajj aqi Suuoaej sb paaunouap A[snorjnj sbav aq qoiqAV joj pus {EpjBd 
Xjuo sbav ssaoons stq qatqAv u; ‘japBJBqa ui {etaipnl ajqissod sb Xpcau sb aq 
ppioqs sgurpaaDOJd aip lEip aas oj ‘aseqQ aopsnf jaiqo ‘jaago Smpisajd aip 
jo sjjojp ipiAV puE {Bui aqi jo pnpuoa aip joj sa{nj aAg-XiuaAij jo ps b jo 
uopdopB aqi qiiAv osjb paujaauoo sbav uoipe Ajojediaiiue s.apuas aqx 

■U0p3IAUO3 s ( uosuqof JOJ 

paiOA ‘uoidijL puB jaXBqjL ‘SJOjBuas eqsBjqa^j aqi qioq lEip pajou aq oj si q 
uopaauuoa Siql U{ , - a3UBlJoduil JO J0J3BJ B SBAV ‘sa§BlS XjJB3 SJl UI SBAV (( 1U3UI 
-qoBadun isjg,, aqi uaqAv ‘/98 1 U F ®J B l s 3 qi l! 111 ?® °l ajnpBj aip ‘uopaiA 
-uoa spuapisajj aqi joj saiOA ajoui oavj jueaui aAeq p{noAV opBJO[OQ jo uois 
-snnpB aqi icqi Suiuinssy -uoiufj aqi ui sms e amoaaq opBJOjoa pip ‘9^8 1 
‘jsnSny pjun iof>j 'papej opa aqi apiiiaAO 01 iduiapE aip ajoui aauo puB 
‘luapisajj aqi Xq paopA sbav gjq aqi ‘(^98 1 ‘8 Z Xjeiiue{) jaAavvoq ‘uiBSy 
•ssajSuoQ Xq passsd uib3b puE paAiAai sbav piq aqi ‘^98 1 "9 1 XjBnuef 
uo inq IpauiBlsns sbav ojaA aqj_ •000‘Xzi Xj3A3 joj auo sbav ssaj^uog 
ui uopBjuasajdaj joj oijbj aqi qSnoip ‘000‘ot’ UBip 3joui ou ic sisiunido 
Xq paiBiupsa sbav uoptpidod asoqAV uoiSai b joj pooqajBis joj paau aqi 01 
SB iqnop passajdxa ‘C 998 I ‘Si Xbjm) [pq opBio [03 aqi jo opA pjg siq ui 

609 patpvaduti waptsajfi ai/x 



The President Impeached 609 

in his first veto of the Colorado hill (May 15, 1 866), expressed doubt as 
to the need for statehood for a region whose population was estimated by 
optimists at no more than 40,000, though the ratio for representation in 
Congress was one for every 127,000. The veto was sustained; but on 
January r6, 1867, the bill was revived and again passed by Congress. 
Again, however (January 28, 1867), the bill was vetoed by the President, 
and once more the attempt to override the veto failed. Not until August, 
1876, did Colorado become a state in the Union. Assuming that the admis- 
sion of Colorado would have meant two more votes for the President’s con- 
viction, the failure to admit the state in 1867, when the "first impeach- 
ment" was in its early stages, was a factor of importance. 1 * * In this connection 
it is to be noted that both the Nebraska senators, Thayer and Tipton, voted 
for Johnson’s conviction. 

The Senate’s anticipatory action was concerned also with the adoption 
of a set of twenty-five rules for the conduct of the trial and tvith efforts of 
the presiding officer, Chief Justice Chase, to see that the proceedings should 
be as nearly as possible judicial in character, in which his success was only 
partial and for which he was furiously denounced as favoring the President. 

On March 5 and 6 the oath was administered to the senators, and the 
trial continued till May 26. An interesting point was presented when the 
name of Wade was reached in the oath-taking roll call. Under the law as it 
then stood, Wade, as president pro tempore of the Senate, would become 
President in the event of Johnson’s removal. Since the Constitution spe- 
cifically prevents the Vice-President (the President’s successor) from hav- 
ing a part in an impeachment trial when the President is at bar, and since 
Wade’s participation in the trial would involve sitting in judgment on a 
matter in which he had a strong personal interest, some thought it was 
ethically and legally improper for him to be sworn as a member of the 
senatorial court. After a full discussion, however, Wade was sworn in.* His 
vote for Johnson’s conviction was a foregone conclusion. 

The Radicals asserted that the Senate was not a court, but was acting 
in a political capacity when trying an impeachment case. Once when B. F. 
Butler, by a slip of the tongue, spoke of getting a bit of testimony “before 
the court,” he was caught up by Stanbery and at once corrected himself, 
saying he wanted to get the point “before the Senate." s Sumner’s opinion 
was that “this proceeding . . . is political in character — before a political 
body— and with a political object. ... I have . . . called it one of the 
last great battles with slavery." 4 

1 D. M. DeWitt, Impeachment of Johnson, 179. 

* Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 2 sess., 1671-1681, 1696-1701 (Mar. s-6 
1868). ’ 

■ I bid., 40 Cong., 2 ses»., suppl., 151. 

4 Opinion of Charles Sumner, Trial of Andrew Johnson (Washington, 1868'). 
m, 256. 
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The President was spared the humiliation of being dragged before the 
Senate. Though summoned to answer the charges, his appearance by 
counsel was accepted, and he was represented by Stanbery, Curtis, Groes- 
beck, and Evarts; while the prosecution was conducted by House managers, 
of whom Butler, Boutwell, and Stevens were the most prominent. 5 Much 
of the proceedings consisted of a sparring between attorneys as to the ad- 
missibility of evidence, all such questions being referable in the first in- 
stance to the Chief Justice, whose ruling might, at the request of any sena- 
tor, be submitted to vote of the whole body. Debate was freely permitted; 
and the frequent remarks of senators served to prolong the trial. Much of 
the evidence for the President, going directly to the question of his “intent” 
as featured in the impeachment articles, was suppressed by vote of the 
Senate; but the President's counsel ultimately succeeded in presenting the 
testimony of General Emory, which demolished the ninth article, and that 
of General Sherman, who showed that the purpose of the President in the 
removal of Stanton was to test the constitutionality of the tenure act in 
the courts. 0 On this testimony it could be urged that he had not deliberately 
plotted to "violate the Constitution.” 

The opening argument for the prosecution was presented by Butler on 
March 30. The process of impeachment, he said, was neatly fixed by the 
Constitution and only one factor was left to implication — i.e., "the offenses 
or incapacities which are the groundwork of impeachment.” He then pro- 
ceeded to define an impeachable high crime or misdemeanor as an act 
"subversive of some fundamental or essential principle of government or 
highly prejudicial to the public interest.” The Senate, he urged, had none 
of the attributes of a court, but was merely convened to determine whether 
Johnson “is longer fit to retain the office of President. . . Much of 
Butler’s argument was occupied with denunciation of Johnson’s speeches 
in which, for instance, the President referred to “a Congress factious and 
domineering,” and to “a Radical Congress which gave origin to another re- 
bellion.” Denouncing the Chief Executive as one who had succeeded to the 
presidency "by murder most foul,” and calling him the "elect of an assas- 
sin,” Butler informed the senators that the "hopes of free institutions” 
waited upon their verdict. We of the House have done our duty, lie said. 
We have brought the criminal to your bar, and demand judgment at your 
hands for his so great crimes.” 7 

Stevens s argument for the prosecution was brief; and his feebleness 
made it necessary for Butler to take the manuscript and conclude the read- 
ing. Like Butler, he urged that crime was not involved. "No corrupt or 
wicked motive [he said] need instigate the acts for which impeachment is 
brought. It is enough that they were official violations of law.” Would any 

The other managers were Bingham, Wilson, Thomas Williams, and Logan. 

0 Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 2 sess., suppl., 78-90, 173. 

7 Ibid., 29-51. 
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senator dare to vote for the President's acquittal? threatened Stevens. "Nei- 
ther for . . . the President nor . . . any one else would ... [a sena- 
tor] suffer himself to be tortured on the gibbet of everlasting obloquy.” * 
The oral arguments of other managers (Boutwell, Bingham, and Williams) 
and the brief of Logan, filed as part of the record, need not be reviewed 
here. 

Of the speeches in the President’s defense, that of William M. Evarts 
was the most notable. The people, said Evarts, watch their President and 
view the office with attachment. When he is accused of high crimes they 
inquire whether he has betrayed a fortress, surrendered a fleet, or sold pub- 
lic favors; and they are told that he has removed a member of his cabinet. 
How comes this removal to be a crime? Stanton is secretary still. No force 
was used. It was all on paper. Why this effort to expel all ideas of a court 
of justice? What is it but an avowal that if it be a court there is no sufficient 
ground for judgment against the accused? If you senators are not sitting as 
a court, said Evarts, you are enacting a bill of attainder. To violate an un- 
constitutional law, he said, is not a crime. It is the right of every citizen 
to violate an invalid statute and get the matter into the courts. Criminal 
laws always look to the animus or intent of the act. But the evidence shows 
no evil intent on the President’s part. He did no more than did Lincoln, 
who took various steps without legal authority. Remove the President, 
warned Evarts, and the constitutional division of powers will cease. We 
must then swing into the omnipotence of Congress and recur to the ex- 
ploded experiment of the Confederation, when Congress was executive 
and legislature all in one. 

Commenting on the spirit of the times, Evarts expressed regret that 
the vast problems of reconstruction should have to be settled at a time 
"when so great passions were enlisted, . . . when so great discontents 
had urged the controversy," and when "dangerous politics have been 
brought to the head in which these names of 'traitor’ and of ‘rebel,’ which 
belong to war, have been made the current phrases of political discussion." 
Producing an article from Greeley’s Tribune he showed that the denuncia- 
tion of the President in the ‘‘forum of politics” was being so intermingled 
with the impeachment question as to constitute a confession that the formal 
“crimes" of the articles were of paltry consideration.* 

Turning to the Senate’s share in the removal power, Evarts pointed out 
that the debates in the First Congress and the practice of previous adminis- 
trations from Washington onward had fixed the custom of independent 
removal on the part of the President. He reminded the senators of earlier 
proceedings touching cabinet tenure in which leading Republicans had 
expressed views precisely in accord with the position of Johnson. When 


• Ibid., 3*1-323. 
» Ibid., 349. 
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during the war it was thought desirable to purge Lincoln’s cabinet of a dis- 
sentient member, various Republican senators signed a memorial contend- 
ing that “the theory of our Government ... is that the President should 
be aided by a Cabinet . . . agreeing with him in political principle and 
general policy,” and that “such . . . changes in its members should be 
made as will secure . . . unity of purpose and action" among the Presi- 
dent's advisers. 10 Among the signatures to this memorial were those of 
Sumner, Wilson, Chandler, and John Sherman. 

Some of the most telling portions of Evarts’s argument were those 
which reviewed the record on the passage of the tenure act. This review 
revealed two things: the ambiguity of the act as applying to cabinet secre- 
taries holding over from the Lincoln administration, and the emphatic 
statements of senators (e.g., Sherman and Doolittle) that the act was not 
intended to qualify Johnson’s power of removal in the case of these hold- 
overs. The act gave tenure to cabinet members “for . . . the term of the 
President by whom they may have been appointed and for one month 
thereafter, subject to removal by . . . consent of the Senate.” At the time 
of its passage the act was construed as giving Lincoln’s appointees no statu- 
tory tenure during Johnson’s term and as offering in reality (despite the 
purpose of some of the senators) no protection to the secretary of war 
against the President’s independent removal.” When the bill was being 
debated Senator Doolittle called attention to its ambiguity and declared 
that, though the purpose had been to force Johnson to retain the Lincoln 
secretaries against his will, yet the bill was so clumsily worded that it 
would fail to accomplish that object; whereupon Sherman of Ohio em- 
phatically stated that no such purpose existed in the minds of the confer- 
ence committee of the House and Senate. Sherman expressed agreement 
with Doolittle’s interpretation of the effect of the act, i.c., "that it would 
not prevent the present President [Johnson] from removing the Secretary of 
War, the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of State.” "And if I 
supposed [said Sherman] that either of these gentlemen was so wanting 
in manhood ... as to hold his place after the politest intimation by the 
President . . . that his services were no longer needed, I . . . would 
consent to his removal at any time, and so would we all.” 12 

5 

Final action on the case was taken in the Senate on May 16 and 
May 26. For reasons which appealed to the President’s opponents it was 

10 Reprinted in Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 2 sess., 1610. 

” *i' c ca5C °f Stanton, said Senator Grimes, no protection from the Presi- 
dent's independent removal was conferred, because his "term” had ended with Lin- 
coln’s death two years before the tenure act was passed. Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 
1 sess., suppl., 421. 

12 Ibid., 39 Cong., 2 sess., 1516 (Feb. 18, 1867). 
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decided to vote first on the eleventh article, which touched most nearly 
the pride of the Senate and which was regarded as most likely to bring con- 
viction. When on May 1 6 the vote was called on the question whether the 
President was guilty of a misdemeanor as charged in this article, thirty- 
five senators voted “Guilty” and nineteen “Not Guilty," after which, on 
motion of one of the House managers, the Senate adjourned till May 26. 
There followed ten days of intense effort to obtain the needed vote, in the 
course of which terrific pressure was brought to bear upon individual sena- 
tors. Senator Ross in particular was unmercifully badgered by the Radicals; 
and when, in response to a telegram from a thousand Kansans, he stated 
that he would act in accordance with his oath and the dictates of his judg- 
ment, he was notified that his motives were suspected and that Kansas re- 
pudiated him. 

On reconvening (May 26) the Senate voted on the second and third 
articles with the same division (35 to 19) on each vote. At the final roll 
call the scene was intensely dramatic, interest being centered on Ross of 
Kansas. With but one more vote needed for conviction beyond those of 
whose support the managers were certain, and with the audience listening 
as for the "crack of doom," Ross voted “Not Guilty”; and the contest was 
virtually closed.* Meanwhile at the White House the cabinet, including 
General Thomas, was holding its regular meeting. "The President," wrote 
Browning in his diary, "was calm and self possessed . . ., and the Cabinet 
proceeded with business as usual.” The diary record continues as follows: 

We were in telegraphic communication with the Senate, despatches being 
sent to Willards, and thence to the White House by courier, so that every 
motion and vote were transmitted as soon as they transpired “They have re- 
fused to proceed with a vote upon the articles in their order” — “They have re- 
solved to take a vote on the second article” — "The vote is being taken.” "Ross 
stands firm and has voted right” — “The article is beaten 35 to 19” — 'They 
are voting on the third article” "The vote is closed and the article beaten 35 to 
19." “A motion has been made to adjourn the Court sine die" “The motion has 
prevailed and the Court is dissolved" As all these despatches were brot in 
handed to the President, and read, I watched him. He was calm, dignified, 
placid and self possessed with no outward sign of agitation, what ever passions 
may have glowed in his breast When the final result was announced, when we 
knew that the atrocity was ended— that the President was acquitted of all — 
that the Court was dissolved, without daring to take a vote on the main charge, 
the removal of Stanton, bn received, the osustatoUtinns of his Cabinet with the 
same serenity and self possession which have characterized him throughout this 
terrible ordeal. 1 

The acquittal of the President was made possible by the votes of seven 
Republicans, added to those of the Democrats, the seven being Fessenden, 

1 DeWitt, 544—545, 55*-55J- 

* Browning, Diary, II, 199. 



614 the restored union 

Fowler, Grimes, Henderson, Ross, Trumbull, and Van Winkle. Having 
been under pressure to coerce their vote, these men were now savagely 
denounced as Copperheads and traitors. The agitation had extended to the 
field of religion: the general conference of the Methodist Church had ap- 
pointed an hour to pray that senators be saved from "error,” and that their 
decision should be "in truth and righteousness.” 3 

6 

Each senator was allowed to file an opinion on the case; and we thus 
have a record, not necessarily of the mental processes and motives by which 
the decisions were reached, but of the individual senator’s formal ration- 
alization of his vote. Trumbull urged that the President had authority to 
remove Stanton, that proof had not been brought forward to justify con- 
viction, and that, if an example were once set of impeaching and removing 
a President on insufficient grounds, no President would be safe when op- 
posed by a majority of the House and two-thirds of the Senate. Grimes 
also believed that Stanton held office during the pleasure of the President 
and that the latter violated no law in removing him. Reverdy Johnson 
argued in detail that the President had acted properly, and indignantly 
spurned the suggestion, openly made, that a senator’s judgment should be 
influenced by party considerations. Garrett Davis of Kentucky, in explain- 
ing his vote of acquittal, commented on the intent of the constitutional 
provisions regarding impeachment and insisted that the Senate was neces- 
sarily a court, and like other courts was bound by the law and the evidence. 

Of those who voted for conviction, it may suffice to comment on the 
opinions of two only: Sumner because of his prominence as a Radical 
leader, and Sherman because of the admissions which he made. Sumner 
referred to Johnson as "the impersonation of the tyrannical Slave Power.” 
To spare Johnson, he declared, would be to desert the Unionists of the 
South. The Senate in dealing with impeachment charges was not, in his 
opinion, a court; and the only matter before it was the question: Shall An- 
drew Johnson be expelled from office? Impeachment, he thought, is not 
confined to crimes and misdemeanors, but is "broad as the Constitution 
itself” and applies to any “act of evil example or influence.” His duty, he 
added, if the rules permitted, would be to vote "Guilty of all [the offenses 
charged] and infinitely more.” 1 

John Sherman’s opinion is of interest for the reason that he voted for 
conviction in spite of his previously expressed view that the tenure act did 
not protect Stanton and that Johnson had a perfect right to remove him. 
Nor was this all: Sherman was Johnson’s friend of long standing. They 
had sat together in the Senate and had campaigned together for the Union 

3 DcWitt, 530-531. 

1 Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 2 scss., suppl., 463-405, 473. 
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ticket in 1864. Sherman sympathized with Johnson in the hard struggles 
of the war, and “admired his courage” when acting as governor of Ten- 
nessee. He had vigorously defended Johnson the President, declaring that 
he was but carrying out the policy of Lincoln and the mandate of the peo- 
ple as expressed in the election of Lincoln and Johnson in 1864.* Gradu- 
ally, however, Sherman came to turn against the President. The seeming 
revival of a rebellious spirit in the South, the intransigence of Johnson, and 
the remorseless pressure from the Radical leaders left him no alternative 
but to go along with the majority of his party. 

Much of the reconstruction story is revealed in the obvious inconsist- 
ency of Sherman’s vote for conviction. The President’s abuse of individual 
senators, he said in after years, was the reason for this change of front. 
Yet at the time of this abuse Sherman had deplored the coarse attacks 
upon the President and had declared that a man who had “never turned 
his back upon a foe” could not have been expected, because he was Presi- 
dent, to submit to insult.* As above noted, Sherman had subscribed to the 
view that a President should have a free hand in making and remaking his 
cabinet, and he had said emphatically that the removal of Stanton by 
Johnson would be justified and would not be a violation of the tenure act 
By a process of labored reasoning, however, he argued that Johnson's of- 
fehse was not the removal of Stanton, but the appointment of Thomas in 
his place, constituting an effort to make an appointment without the Sen- 
ate’s consent. He thus “felt bound," he said, “with much regret," to vote 
“Guilty," but was “entirely satisfied with the result of the vote, brought 
about by the action of several Republican Senators.” 4 Considering all his 
own statements, one may well doubt whether Sherman voted his true con- 
victions when he answered “Guilty.” In his Recollections he states his be- 
lief that the first action of the House in rejecting the impeachment resolu- 
tion of 1867 was "entirely justified." “ 

It requires but a perusal of the record to discover the many incon- 
sistencies of the attack upon the President. The impeachment was only 
nominally based upon the “articles”; managers and promoters had in mind 
the President’s reconstruction policy. Conviction was sought on the asser- 
tion that Johnson’s acts were “crimes,” while at the same time it was ar- 
gued that no proving of a crime was necessary. The President was tried 
under limited accusations, thus greatly simplifying the finding of evidence; 
but his conviction was sought, as Evarts put it, under the "wider indict- 
ment of the newspaper press.’’ 4 All manner of irrelevant accusations un- 
mentioned in the articles were dragged into the prosecuting speeches. It is 

* I bid., 39 Cong., 1 sess., append., 116. 

1 J bid., tig, 

1 John Sherman, Recollections, I, 43a. 

* Ibid., I, 414. 

* Ccmg. Globe, 40 Cong , 1 sess., suppl., 350. 
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surprising how little these speeches were concerned with the evidence pre- 
sented at the trial and how largely they were grounded on the conception 
that no trial in the judicial sense was necessary. The convicting senators, 
in "explaining their votes,” descanted at length upon Stanton’s removal, 
overlooking the fact that those articles which pertained directly to this re- 
moval were precisely the ones on which votes in the senatorial court had 
been avoided . 7 

If the reader will consult those works of political science which com- 
pare the American and British governments, he will note that the United 
States does not have the parliamentary system and that the President is 
not politically responsible to Congress. To make him virtually so by a 
process of impeachment, as a matter of custom outside the Constitution, 
would make the presentation of evidence as to "crimes” largely a matter of 
form, and would impose an ugly stigma and a lifetime disqualification from 
office-holding upon a President who might he opposed for merely political 
reasons. By such a policy the distractions and sensationalism of an im- 
peachment would be injected into a contest between parties or factions. 
Having read the statements of the impeachment managers and of the ma- 
jority senators that the President could be removed for unfitness, one may 
turn to the Constitution itself. There it will be found that civil officers 
“shall be removed from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction of, 
Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors,” that judg- 
ment in a case of impeachment, involving removal and disqualification, is 
preliminary to prosecution in the courts, and that the severity of an adverse 
verdict in an impeachment proceeding is increased by the fact that the par- 
doning power does not extend to such cases. 

Because of the importance of the presidential office it is not deemed 
wise to try a man for a crime while he is President. If an accusation of 
crime is involved, the President is to be removed (because of the crime) 
and then, when he is no longer President, tried for the crime in the ordi- 
nary courts. Under these circumstances the removal proceeding itself re- 
quires a trial. Except in the case of acquittal there are in fact two trials. 
The situation that would result if a President should be removed by the 
impeachment process and then acquitted in the courts would be anomalous; 
but such is the constitutional procedure, and the possibility of this situa- 
tion but adds to the solemn importance of the Senate’s judicial function. If 
it be felt that the President ought to be subject to political removal by Con- 
gress through a method dissociated from the taint of crime, thus making 
his position analogous to that of an English prime minister, the answer 
would seem to be that this should be accomplished by an amendment to 

7 Articles II and III related to the appointment of Lorenzo Thomas as secre- 
tary ad interim; the eleventh article was concerned chiefly with Johnson’s speeches 
as they pertained to Congress, and only indirectly with the Stanton matter. These 
were the only articles voted on. 
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the Constitution, but that the constitutional framework as it stands inten- 
tionally makes the President independent of Congress. 

The Myers postmaster case (1926),* in which the United States Su- 
preme Court upheld the Presidents independent power of removal with- 
out the Senate's consent (despite an act of Congress limiting that power), 
has generally been regarded as a vindication of President Johnson. The 
tenure question and the Stanton removal are now generally regarded as a 
mere excuse for getting rid of Johnson; so that one might disagree with 
the Court's opinion in the Myers case and yet hold that the cabinet ques- 
tion did not constitute sufficient ground for Johnson’s removal under stigma 
of crime. As the House voted to impeach before adopting or even framing 
any article of impeachment, so various senators voted "Guilty" though 
disapproving of the form in which the articles were cast, while Sherman 
voted "Guilty” though agreeing with Johnson in the Stanton matter. The 
sweeping language of Sumner’s opinion indicates that even flimsier charges 
would have brought this senator’s vote for conviction. 

» 27* U. S. 52. The whole subject of the President’s power of removal was 
elaborately reviewed in the M . yen case; but this is not the Court's last word on the 
subject. In Rathbun v. U. S. (55 Sup. Court Reporter 869), decided on May 27, 
1935, the Court held that Congress has the constitutional power to limit presiden- 
tial removal in such a matter as membership in the federal trade commission. In 
this decision the removal of W. E. Humphrey from the commission was held illegal. 
(Rathbun was Humphrey’s executor.) Between the Myers case and the Humphrey 
case there is a field of doubt which the Court did not try to clear up; but the 
reasoning and pronouncements in the Humphrey case obviously were not intended 
to apply to the position of a cabinet officer. 



CHAPTER 3 6 

Black Reconstruction 


i 

The proceedings by which the states of the South found their way into 
the Union, after undergoing the process of Radical remodeling, belong 
chiefly to the year 1868, though the last of the states was not received 
until 1871. The exceptional rcadmission of Tennessee in 1 866 has already 
been noted; and the main fabric of reconstruction legislation in 1867- 
1868 has been reviewed. The process of reconstruction in the South was 
put into effect in the states by outside impulse, after which, state by state, 
Congress considered the question of readmission. For Arkansas the read- 
mission act was passed in June, 1868. It declared that Arkansas, having 
complied with the reconstruction acts, having formed a republican govern- 
ment, and having ratified the fourteenth amendment, was admitted to Con- 
gress upon the fundamental condition that the constitutional provision for 
Negro suffrage in the state should be perpetual. 1 The new Arkansas consti- 
tution required voters to take oath accepting the "civil and political equality 
of all men” and renouncing any attempt to deprive any person of any civil 
right or immunity because of color. If the voters of many of the states of 
the North and West, said President Johnson, “were required to take such 
an oath . . ., there is reason to believe that a majority of them would re- 
main from the polls.” 2 3 * * The President’s veto was overridden; and the act 
became law June 22, 1868. 8 Senators and representatives from Arkansas 
(the first state admitted under tire "reconstruction acts”) took their seats 
June 23 and 24. In subsequent years the "fundamental condition” which 

1 Tl\e wording of the condition was "that the Constitution shall never . . • 
deprive any . . . class of citizens ... of the right to vote who are entitled to 
vote by the constitution herein recognized, except . . . for . . . crimes. . . .” 
V. S. S tat. at Large, XV, 72. 

2 Cong. Globe, 40 Cong., 2 scss., 3331 (June 20, 1868). 

3 In the House the vote for overriding the veto was less than two-thirds of 

those present. There were 11 1 yeas, 31 nays, and 48 not voting. Ibid., 3331 

(June 20, 1868). 



Black Reconstruction 


619 

Congress imposed with so much unction has been disregarded. Senator 
Sherman had stated in debate that he had little confidence in the practice 
of imposing a fundamental condition upon a state on its admission into 
the Union. 1 

On June 25, 1868, Congress passed the law which paved the way for 
the readmission of six states in a lump: North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Louisiana, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida.® The law recited that these 
states had fulfilled the provisions of the reconstruction acts, and declared 
“that each of the States . . . shall be entided and admitted to represen- 
tation in Congress as a State of the Union when the legislature . . . 
shall have . . . ratified the . . . [fourteenth] amendment,’’ such read- 
mission, however, to be subject to the "fundamental condition” already im- 
posed upon Arkansas.* 

With the exception of Georgia these six states promptly complied with 
the requirements, with the result that senators and representatives from 
Florida, Alabama, Louisiana, and the Carolinas had been seated by the 
latter part of July, 1868. New state officials being installed, the military 
commanders transferred the machinery of government to the state au- 
thorities. 

2 

Attention now turns to the four states in which reconstruction was re- 
tarded— Georgia, Mississippi, Virginia, and Texas. In general the reason 
for such retardation was the reluctance of the politically active elements 
in those states to fulfill the terms which Congress was imposing, a reluc- 
tance which taxed the ingenuity of the Radicals in inventing heroic devices 
to overcome the lack of harmony between actual conditions in the 
South and the measures which Congress had declared to be the law of 
the land. 

In Mississippi a convention of Radical reconstructionists had framed 
in 1868 a constitution which aroused universal opposition among con- 
servative whites. Its most hateful provision was the "franchise article” 
which required voters to take the test oath prescribed by the reconstruction 
acts and which denied office-holding to any who had promoted secession 
or supported the Confederacy. A conservative CDemocratic} convention at 
Jackson in January, 1868, denounced the Radical constitution as the 
"nefarious design of the Republican party” and a "crime against the civi- 
lization of the age.” 1 When put to the vote the constitution was rejected 
by a majority of over 7600; and at the same election the Democrats suc- 

* Ibid., *859 CJune s, 1868). 

* In passing this act over the President’s veto the yeas in the House were 108, 
the nays 31, and the non-voters 55. I bid, 3484. 

* U. S. Slat, at Large, XV, 73—74. 

1 J. W, Garner, Reconstruction In Mississippi, 202 
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ccedcd in electing their governor, most of their congressmen, and about 
half the legislature. An investigating committee of the Radical convention, 
however, professed to find enough fraud in the Democratic votes to justify 
them in proclaiming the adoption of the constitution and the election of 
the Republican state ticket. The resulting confusion as to the status of 
reconstruction in Mississippi (a confusion typical of tire period) caused 
the transference of the scene of controversy to Washington, where Radical 
Mississippi politicians congregated and where the subject was complicated 
by similar difficulties in Virginia and Texas. Congress now passed (April 
io, 1869) an act which permitted the proscriptive clauses of the Missis- 
sippi constitution to be voted on separately from the main question of the 
adoption or rejection of the instrument. As a result the new constitution of 
Mississippi was adopted almost unanimously, but the sections proscribing 
cx-Confederatcs were overwhelmingly defeated. As a further condition of 
readmission the ratification of the fifteenth amendment, prohibiting the 
denial of suffrage on account of color, was required. When the new legis- 
lature had fulfilled the requirements, Mississippi was readmitted by act of 
February 23, 1870. Soon afterward, senators and representatives took 
their seats. 

In Virginia the "restored government” under Pierpoint (the Unionist 
government which had moved its capital in 1863 from Wheeling to Alex- 
andria) came into power at Richmond after the collapse of the Confederacy 
in 1865; but when the congressional program of reconstruction was ap- 
plied in 1867 Pierpoint was discarded as not sufficiently "thorough” and 
the Radical H. H. Wells was made governor, while General Schofield was 
put in charge as military commander. This restored government had never 
been anything but Unionist, and had been deemed competent to act for the 
whole state in die creation of West Virginia. Yet its representatives had 
been excluded from Congress; and it was rejected as the agent of recon- 
struction. Under die regime of military rule a Radical convention under the 
presidency of John C. Underwood drafted in 1868 a constitution which 
conferred the privilege of voting and office-holding upon the colored race 
and disfranchised those whiles who had supported the Confederacy. 

At this point there occurred die intervention of conservative leaders, 
chief among whom was Alexander FI. H. Stuart, who succeeded in gaining 
control of the reconstruction process. 2 The vote on the Underwood consti- 
tution was delayed while a double campaign was waged for the twofold 
purpose of educating the public mind in Virginia to the acceptance of 
Negro suffrage as inevitable, and of persuading Congress and President 
Grant, as a concession in return, to allow Virginia to come back to the fold 
without disfranchising ex-Confcdcratcs. A group of Virginians visited 

5 But for the economic manipulations behind this political process, sec below, 
pp, 630-631. 
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Washington to urge this adjustment. By act of Congress already mentioned 
(April jo, 1869) the people of Virginia were permitted to vote on the 
ratification or rejection of the state constitution and at the same time to 
vote separately on certain specific portions thereof, thus allowing a nega- 
tive vote on the disqualifying clause and the test-oath article while the 
rest of the constitution was accepted. In the election of July, 1869, the 
constitution was adopted; but the test oath and disqualifying features were 
defeated. By act of January 26, 1870, Virginia was readmitted; shortly 
afterward her senators and representatives took their seats at Washington. 
State officers assumed their duties without taking the test oath; and Vir- 
ginia, for practical purposes, escaped being reconstructed. 

Opposition to the disqualification of Confederates beyond the provi- 
sions of the fourteenth amendment was one of the chief factors in delay- 
ing the reconstruction of Texas. Though hampered by Sheridan's watchful 
surveillance, the conservative whites in the state had perfected their or- 
ganization and strengthened their power under the provisional govern- 
ment set up by President Johnson. By parliamentary skill and determined 
leadership they managed to defeat the drastic disfranchisement clause fa- 
vored by the Radical majority in the 1868-1869 convention and carried a 
substitute proposal which merely provided that no one could vote or hold 
office who was disqualified by the Federal Constitution until such disquali- 
fication should be removed. With this moderate clause on the sensitive 
subject of disfranchisement the constitution was adopted in the election of 
November 30, 1869. In the first new state government organized under 
this constitution the Radicals had a majority; and they ratified the four- 
teenth and fifteenth amendments. Congress then admitted the state by act 
of March 30, 1870. There followed a period of Radical rule which ended 
in 1 S 74, when Coke, newly elected Democratic governor, was inaugurated. 

As to Georgia special action by Congress was found to be necessary. It 
will be recalled that it was one of the six states whose admission was pro- 
vided for by act of June 25, 1868. The state government was formed, the 
governor inaugurated, the legislature organized, and members of both 
houses of the Federal Congress chosen. All these steps were deemed satis- 
factory by the distinguished military governor, George G. Meade, who 
withdrew the military forces which had been occupying the state. Subse- 
quently, however, certain Negro members who had been elected to the 
legislature were denied seats, while ex-Confederates were granted seats in 
opposition to the reconstruction laws and the fourteenth amendment. Con- 
gress therefore passed a special act for Georgia, excluding from the legisla- 
ture all who could not qualify under the amendment and prohibiting the 
exclusion of any member by reason of color. Severe penalties were imposed 
by this act upon anyone who should take oath falsely or hinder the taking 
of the oaths prescribed; and the President was authorized to use military 
force to execute its provisions. The reorganization of Georgia was effected 
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under military direction, a board of officers being established to “inquire 
into” the eligibility of disputed members. By order of the commanding gen- 
eral those found ineligible by the military board were “prohibited" from 
taking part in the legislature, while as to those found eligible it was pre- 
scribed that no objections be made to their participation as members. 3 Pro- 
ceedings in Congress concerning the enforcement of the fourteenth amend- 
ment in Georgia, the organization of a further military commission to 
inquire into the organization of the legislature, and like matters, are too 
complicated to be treated here. At length, after many parliamentary diffi- 
culties, a bill to admit the state was enacted into law (July 15, 1870). 4 
Senators from Georgia took their seats on February 24, 1871, representa- 
tives having been previously admitted to the lower house. 

3 

Historians have generally called the ensuing period of Radical govern- 
ment in the South “Black Reconstruction” and have pictured it as an era in 
which illiterate Negroes, self-seeking Northern immigrants, called carpet- 
baggers, and a few vicious native whites, known as scalawags, ruled over 
and against the will of the large but disfranchised white majority in those 
states. "Saddled with an irresponsible officialdom,” E. Merton Coulter 
writes, “the South was now plunged into debauchery, corruption, and pri- 
vate plundering unbelievable — suggesting that the government had been 
transformed into an engine of destruction. . . . The variety of means 
used to debauch government and plunder the public treasury bespeaks 
the vivid imagination and practical ability of the perpetrators.” Witnessing 
the fearful exploitation of the South, Carl Schurz repented of his earlier 
Radicalism and termed the reconstruction governments “a usurpation such 
as tli is country has never seen, and probably no citizen of the United States 
ever dreamed of.” 1 

Though it is extraordinarily difficult to generalize about an area where 
conditions differed so much from state to state and from year to year, it is 
clear that tins conventional picture of "Black Reconstruction” needs major 
modifications. In the first place it must be stressed that these Radical gov- 
ernments in the South were never under Negro domination. Negroes never 
filled even the proportion of state offices to which their numbers entitled 
them. As Francis B. Simkins points out: “Only in South Carolina was the 
legislature dominated by blacks. Negroes became lieutenant governors in 
South Carolina, Mississippi, and Louisiana. . . . Only South Carolina 
had a justice of the supreme court who was a Negro. Not one was elected 
to a governorship. . . . Hiram R. Revels and Blanche K. Bruce, both of 

8 Sen. Rep. No. j8, 41 Cong., 2 scss., 6-8. 

4 V. S. Stat. at Large, XVI, 363. 

* Coulter, The South during Reconstruction, 148, 161. 
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Mississippi, served in the United States Senate; only fifteen of their fel- 
lows were elected to the national House of Representatives during the Re- 
construction period.” s 

It should be added that the few Negroes who served in high offices 
were mostly men of ability and integrity. The two Negro senators made 
very creditable records in Congress. Revels, the first Negro ever to sit in 
the Senate, was a Methodist minister, educated at Knox College, who 
later did important work in promoting the education of colored men in 
Mississippi. Pushed forward by the Radicals in the Senate, he made a 
generally favorable impression upon the country not merely by his modest 
behavior but by his advocacy of the repeal of the political disabilities which 
rested upon white Southerners. Bruce, the other Negro senator, was a man 
of greater force, who has been called "probably the most astute pohtical 
leader the Negro ever had." After making his fortune as a planter in the 
Mississippi Delta, he entered politics, serving as election commissioner, 
county assessor, sheriff, tax collector, and superintendent of schools; in all 
these capacities his services were praised even by the white Democrats of 
his area. In the Senate he was very active, promoting "the improvement of 
the Mississippi River, the establishment of a more enlightened policy to- 
ward the Indians, the development of interracial harmony, and the clear- 
ing up of the affairs of the Freedmen’s Bank.” At the dose of his senatorial 
term he was suggested for a place in President Garfield’s cabinet, and some 
of the most prominent Mississippi Democrats, such as L. Q. C. Lamar, 
gave him their unqualified endorsement. Though he did not receive a 
cabinet post, he remained in the Federal civil service until his death in 
1898. 3 

There are not sufficient available data to warrant sweeping generaliza- 
tions about the Negroes who served in less conspicuous posts. It is, how- 
ever, at least suggestive that the numerous colored men who served in the 
Mississippi legislature were of about average ability; as Vernon L. Wharton 
observes, they "sought no special advantages for their race, and in one of 
their very first acts they petitioned Congress to remove all political dis- 
abilities from the whites." The twelve Negro sheriffs in the same state have 
been called "moderately satisfactory; most of them were at least capable 
of exercising the functions of their office.” Negro justices of the peace in 
Mississippi appear, on the whole, to have been "incompetent,” and those 
who served on the county boards of supervisors "generally were dominated 

* Sialiss, flirt, of ike South, 2 9 2-2 9 3. Stalins notes, koncrec, tkst "the 
mulatto Pinckney Benton Stewart Pinchback served for a few weeks as acting gov- 
ernor of Louisiana and the Negro Alexander K. Davis frequently acted as governor 
of Mississippi during the absence of Governor Adelbert Ames.” 

a Samuel Denny Smith, “The Negro in the United States Senate,” in Fletcher 
M. Green, ed., Essays in Southern History, 50-65; Vernon L. Wharton, The 
Negro in Misslsnppi, rSSf-rSgo, t $9-161. 
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by white Republicans, either natives or Northerners.” "Although many of 
the Negro supervisors were ignorant and incompetent,” Dr. Wharton adds, 
"little difference can be discovered in the administration of their counties 
and that of counties under Democratic control.” 1 

There is a great deal of evidence to substantiate the familiar charge that 
these Radical governments in the South were corrupt. "Legislatures,” as 
Professor Coulter points out, "piled up expenses against their impoverished 
states to fantastic heights. In Florida the cost of printing in 1869 was 
more than the entire cost of the state government in i860; and the legisla- 
ture sold for five cents an acre 1,100,000 acres of public land held in 
trust. The Georgia legislature bought from a favored agent in Atlanta an 
unfinished opera house for $250,000, previously sold for much less, to 
convert it into a capitol building. In Arkansas a Negro was given $9,000 
for repairing a bridge which had originally cost $500. ... In South 
Carolina the legislature bought for $700,000 land worth $100,000 for 
resale to Negroes; it issued $1,590,000 worth of bonds with which to re- 
deem $500,000 worth of bank notes . . .; it voted extra compensation 
of $1,000 to the speaker for his efficient service when he lost $1,000 on a 
horse race; it paid for lunches, whiskies and wines, women’s apparel, and 
coffins charged by the legislators to legislative expenses; and Governor Scott 
while drunk was induced by a fancy lady in a burlesque show to sign an 
issue of state bonds.” 6 The list could be extended almost indefinitely. 

With no attempt to minimize these frauds, the historian must attempt 
to put them in perspective. The entire postwar era, it must be remembered, 
was one of exploitation and graft; no political party and no section of the 
country escaped the malign influence. Corrupt officeholders in the South 
were deplorable, of course, yet when one compares their defalcations with 
those of the Whiskey Ring or the Tweed regime of New York their embez- 
zlements seem relatively modest. Moreover, it is often forgotten that even 
in the South “no race, class, or party could lay a virtuous claim to clean 
hands.” In exceedingly corrupt Louisiana all parties shared in the looting. 
“Why, damn it,” exclaimed Henry Clay Warmoth, the carpetbag gov- 
ernor, "everybody is demoralizing down here. Corruption is the fashion.” 6 
In Mississippi fraud was rarer, but it also was nonpartisan. J. W. Gamer 
was able to find only three cases of embezzlement during the five years of 
Radical rule. There was a Republican treasurer of a Natchez hospital who 
took $7,251; a colored librarian stole some books; and a native white 
Democratic state treasurer swindled the state more grandly to the sum of 
$61, 952. 7 Nor was corruption a phenomenon that ended with the down- 

4 Wharton, 179, 172. 

5 Coulter, i48-t49. 

0 Roger W. Shugg, Origins of Class Struggle in Louisiana, 226-227. 

7 Garner, Reconstruction in Mississippi, 322-323. 
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fall of the Radical regimes. In Mississippi shortly after the restoration of 
"home rule," the Democratic state treasurer stole $3 1 5,612.* 

Opponents accused these Radical governments of being excessively 
expensive, and certainly they were so by comparison with the years before 
the Civil War. In Tennessee, for example, tax rates had to be quadrupled 
to meet the new expenditures.* Corruption accounted for some of this addi- 
tional expense; sheer waste and inefficiency were responsible for much 
more of it. Most of the increase, however, was due to the imperative new 
demands made upon the state governments during the reconstruction pe- 
riod. The freeing of the slaves virtually doubled the civil population of 
many Southern states, for the Negroes were now entitled to receive school- 
ing, to appear in courts, and to have eleemosynary care. In addition, ex- 
traordinary expenditures were required to rehabilitate the war-tom South. 
Public buildings had to be repaired; levees had to be rebuilt; schools, 
orphanages, and asylums had to be constructed. The heaviest drain upon 
the state finances was the assistance required to reconstruct and expand 
the transportation system, for, as Carter Goodrich points out, "not one 
of the eleven (Southern] states failed to use public money to promote the 
development of railroads.” 10 

So pressing were these demands that any postwar government in the 
South had to meet them. Dr. Wharton notes that there was no significant 
variation between Democratic and Republican county administrations in 
Mississippi in respect to expenditures. In 1874 the average property tax 
Tate in a, 9 counties under Democratic control was 12 7/13 mills, while 
that in 34 Republican counties was r3 7/17 mills. Postwar economic ne- 
cessities recognized no party lines. 11 

The accusation is often made that these Radical regimes left the 
Southern states saddled with debts, but this is another stereotype which 
does not entirely hold upon closer study. Again and again, for example, 
critics have asserted that the Radicals piled up a $20,000,000 debt in 
Mississippi, even though, in fact, "Radicals contracted . . . only a nomi- 
nal current sum of about $500,000, for the reason that the Radicals, over 
the protest of their Conservative opponents, put a clause into the Constitu- 
tion of 1868 forbidding the pledging of state funds to aid corporations." " 

Similarly, it is often said that Alabama Radicals left that state owing 

* C. Vann Woodward, Origins of the New South, 70. For other eases of 
Democratic embezzlement la the post-reconstruction period, tee ibid., 68-73. 

* Thames S. Alcreadcc, Politico! Reconstruction In Tennessee, 24 c, 

14 Goodrich, "Public Aid to Railroads in the Reconstruction South,” Political 
Science Quart., LXXf, 409. 

11 Wharton, 170. 

1* Howard K. Beale, “On Rewriting Reconstruction History," Am. Hitt. Rev., 
XLV, 816 CJuly, 1940). 
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$30,000,000 when their regime collapsed, and historians have sometimes 
become tearful over the economic consequences which this heavy burden 
had upon later generations. In fact, most of this "debt” consisted of bonds 
issued by the state government to support railroad construction and secured 
by a lien upon the property of the railroads. This, clearly, "would become 
a direct debt only in the event that the State foreclosed its mortgages upon 
the railroad property, leaving the State in debt, indeed, to bondholders, 
to die amount of the endorsements and loans, but at the same time pos- 
sessed of the valuable railroad properties as compensation.” After the 
Democrats regained power in 1874 diey adjusted this “debt” upon terms 
highly favorable to the railroads, with which Democratic leaders had inti- 
mate financial connections. In his elaborate analysis of the evidence Horace 
Mann Bond concludes that the real debt of Alabama at the end of the Radi- 
cal rdgime was about $12,000,000, of which $9,500,000 had been in- 
curred before the Republicans gained office. 13 

While the defects of these Republican governments in the South are 
often pointed out, their achievements are seldom given full credit. On the 
positive side of the ledger one must note that these Radical regimes superin- 
tended the peaceful transformation of the Negro from a freedman to a 
first-class citizen; that they assisted in the physical reconstruction of the 
section; that they extended social services, such as general, compulsory 
education, in some states which had never before known them; and that 
their constitutions, usually drawn upon Northern models, were admirable 
documents, which many of the Southern states retained years after the 
while men had returned to exclusive political power. 

4 

The claim that these Radical governments were imposed upon the 
South against the will of the entire white population is demonstrably in- 
correct. According to the i860 census figures, Negroes were in the ma- 
jority only in South Carolina. Even if one accepts the guess that 150,000 
whites were disfranchised by the fourteenth amendment, it is clear that 
such disqualification would produce Negro majorities only in South Caro- 
lina, Mississippi, and Louisiana. Fraudulent registration by Negroes and 
deliberate abstention from registering by whites may help explain the es- 
tablishment of Radical regimes in the additional states of Alabama and 
Florida. 1 But in the rest of the South a majority of the voters were always 
white, and without considerable support from this group the Republican 
governments could never have been established. 

It is difficult to generalize about these "scalawags” who cooperated with 

11 Bond, "Social and Economic Forces in Alabama Reconstruction,” lour, of 
Negro Hist., XX 1 I 1 , 336-343 (July, 1938). 

1 William A. Russ, Jr., Registration and Disfranchisement under Radical 
Reconstruction,” M. V. H. R., XXI, 177-178 (Sept., 1934). 
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the carpetbaggers and the Negroes in the Republican program for the 
South. Some were unquestionably self-seeking adventurers, "renegades,” 
"white men . . . [who] sold themselves for office." 2 In some cases, as 
W. E. B. DuBois suggests, they may have come from the “po’ white trash” 
of the ante-bellum South, "ignorant, muddled and bewildered white men 
who had been disinherited of land and labor and fought a long battle with 
sheer subsistence, hanging on the edge of poverty, eating clay and chasing 
slaves," who now caught "a vision of democracy across racial lines." * In 
North Carolina and Alabama they appear to have been largely hill-country 
farmers, who had been opposed to the plantation-slavery system before 
the Civil War and had been disaffected toward the Confederacy during 
the war. 

In most of the Southern states, however, these "scalawags” came from 
the planter, mercantile, and industrial classes. To understand their actions 
during reconstruction, one must go back to the pre-Civil War division of 
the South into Democrats and Whigs, the latter representing wealth and 
conservatism. During the 1850’s many Southern Whigs had gradually 
been forced into the Democratic party, but the section still gave a large 
vote for John Bell in i860. Reluctant to enter upon secession, most South- 
ern Whigs had nevertheless "gone with their states” when the Confederacy 
was formed, and many had served with distinction in the Southern 
armies. These planters, bankers, merchants, and railroad men had never 
been happy about the disruption of the United States, and after Appomat- 
tox they began to reassert themselves as the natural, moderate leaders of 
their section on the road to reunion. They rallied loyally around the pro- 
visional governments set up by President Johnson. In the Tennessee consti- 
tutional convention of 1865, for example, of the 95 members whose ante- 
bellum political affiliations have been identified, 84 were Whigs.* 

The overthrow of the Johnson regimes left these conservative leaders 
of the South in a quandary. Many continued to support the President in 
his contest with Congress, but others strongly objected to cooperating with 
their ancient enemies, the Democrats. In Tennessee, it was reported, Whigs 
"regard the Democratic party as the author of all their troubles, and . . . 
they hold the very name of Democracy as a synonym of disaster and de- 
feat.” 5 In Mississippi, Whigs protested that it would be absurd for them 
“to abandon their high conservative position, and aid in the reorganization 
of the Democratic party.” * All over the South there was talk of reviving 

* Sen. Report No. 527, 44 Cong., 1 sess., II, 1071. 

* DuBcus, Black Reconstruction, 347, 350. 

4 Thomas B. Alexander, "Whiggery and Reconstruction in Tennessee," 
XVI, 293 (Aug., 1950). 

5 Ibid., 301. 

* David Donald, "The Scalawag in Mississippi Reconstruction," ibid., X, 
448-449 (Nov., 1944). 



628 


THE RESTORED UNION 


the old Whig party under some new name, such as “Conservative” or 
"Liberal.” 

When these third-party movements failed, many former Whigs joined 
the Republican party. Their motives are not too difficult to ascertain. They 
disliked the small farmers who made up the body of the Democratic party; 
because of their wealth they were not in direct social or economic competi- 
tion with the freedmen; they believed that, as planters and former slave- 
masters, they could control the Negro vote; and they saw the Republican 
party, in the state as in the nation, as the best representative of the business 
community, of which they were part. From the state governments they de- 
sired financial assistance in the rebuilding of levees and railroads; they 
hoped for a reduction of land taxes; and they sought to work out arrange- 
ments for the leasing of convicts so as to have a steady labor supply. In 
consequence, during the early years of Radical reconstruction the Republi- 
can party in the South contained a high proportion of prominent white 
men who were old residents of their states. Representative of this class was 
James L. Alcorn, the first Republican governor of Mississippi, a rich delta 
planter and a former Whig. “His plan,” as a close personal friend testified, 
was “to unite the old whigs . . . and through them control the negro.” 
In order to attain his objectives, he was willing to guarantee to the Negro 
certain basic rights. “I propose,” he announced, “to vote with [the 
Negro] . . .; to discuss political affairs with him; to sit, if necessary, in 
political counsel with him.” 

Unpalatable as these concessions were to many Southern whites, they 
were, nevertheless, accepted by a significant body of former Whigs. Al- 
though any figures for this difficult period must be regarded with skepti- 
cism, it has been estimated that from twenty-five to thirty per cent of the 
Mississippi white voters had by 1873 joined the Republican party. 7 In 
other states a similar pattern was evident. 

As time went on, however, these old Whigs found it increasingly diffi- 
cult to sustain their allegiance to the Republican party. They were con- 
stantly under attack by the Democrats, who argued that a horse thief was 
better than a scalawag and who said that the Southern man who cooperated 
with the Negro was "a beast in man’s clothing” or "a traitor to his coun- 
try.” 8 What was more important, they found themselves unable to main- 
tain their leadership in the Republican party. From the outset the car- 
petbaggers had suspected their aims. "Alcorn,” exclaimed one irate 
Northern-born politician, “in some of his appointments ... has put in his 
style of whig d m rebels . . . and ... he is fixing up a party of his 
own (whig) and using the negro for a blind.” 9 Since the carpetbaggers 
had no property in the South, they could afford to make larger promises to 

7 Ibid., 450. 

8 Sen. Misc, Doc., No. 5 4, 44 Cong., 2 scss., 648. 

' Donald, "The Scalawag in Mississippi Reconstruction,” 451-452. 
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the Negroes than could these wealthy old Whigs; since these Northerners 
did not share the universal Southern aversion to social intercourse with the 
colored race, they were accepted by the Negroes as more truly their friends. 
It was symptomatic that when Alcom, having resigned the Mississippi gov- 
ernorship to serve in the Senate, sought a new term in the governor’s man- 
sion in 1873, he was opposed by a eajpetbagger, Adelbert Ames, and was 
soundly defeated. 

Forced from the leadership of the Republican party. Southern mer- 
chants and planters made desperate efforts to establish a third party, which 
would avoid the excesses of both the Radicals and the Democrats. In 
Louisiana, for example, some of the principal businessmen of New Orleans, 
recognizing that racial strife was economically disastrous and hoping to 
end the extravagances of the Radical regime, tried to organize a "Unifica- 
tion Movement” which would attract both the Negroes and their former 
masters. To the old Whig element such a move offered a last opportunity 
to take control of the government and promote their own economic inter- 
ests. To the Negroes the proposed organization pledged its guarantee of all 
their political rights and its opposition to discrimination in education, em- 
ployment, and soil ownership. Such leaders of the white community as 
General P. G. T. Beauregard; James I. Day, president of the Sun Mutual 
Insurance Company; Isaac N. Marks, president of the Firemen’s Chari- 
table Association; and Auguste Bohn, president of the Mechanics’ and 
Traders’ Bank, pledged, in addition, 'That we shall maintain and advocate 
the right of every citizen of Louisiana ... to frequent at will all places 
of public resort, and to travel at will on all vehicles of public conveyance, 
upon terms of perfect equality. . . 10 

Such promising efforts toward interracial harmony proved abortive. 
The primary reason for the failure, as T. Harry Williams has shown, “was 
that its platform was not acceptable to the [majority of] the whites. They 
would not support the concessions made to the Negro because they were 
afraid that these concessions would lead to racial equality.” 11 In addition, 
few colored men were attracted by the offer, partly because they distrusted 
their former masters, partly because the Radical carpetbaggers could offer 
them more. Increasingly as the Negroes gained political experience they 
became more self-assertive, and by the end of the reconstruction period 
they were demanding not merely a full share of the offices but, in many 
cases, social equality. Defeated in the Republican party, frustrated in their 
efforts to start up a third party, the white planters and businessmen were 
slotrfy and reluctantly Forced to join die Democrats. 

«« T. Harry Williams, “The Louisiana Unification Movement of 1875," 

J. S. II., XI, 356-361 (Aug., 1945). 

>1 Ibid., 367—368. 
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Behind these complex political developments of the reconstruction pe- 
riod in the South lay fierce economic rivalries. As necessity obliged the 
Southern state governments to assume increasing powers and to make addi- 
tional expenditures, their economic favors became the objects of competing 
interest groups. In the ensuing struggles there was little to choose between 
parties or racial groups; all were out to make as much as they could from 
the slate. Often these contests involved nothing more than a tug-of-war as 
to which newspaper was to receive the lucrative state printing contracts or 
which construction firm was to rebuild a bridge or a levee. Equally profit- 
able were the state and county contracts for leasing criminals (mostly 
Negroes) to private employers. In Mississippi, for example, the military 
commander, General A. C. Gillcm, “made a remarkable contract with 
Edmund Richardson, planter, capitalist, and speculator, under which 
Richardson received almost absolute control over the prisoners of the state 
until November, 1871. Richardson not only gained the labor of the con- 
victs without cost, but also received from the state $ 1 8,000 yearly for their 
maintenance and almost $12,000 for their transportation.” "There is lit- 
tle wonder,” Vernon L. Wharton adds, “that he came to be known as the 
greatest cotton planter in the world, with a crop that in one year reached 
the amazing total of 1 1,500 bales.” 1 

Around none of the favors given by the Southern state governments 
was there fiercer controversy than over the grants of land and money made 
to railroads. The necessity for state support in this area of activity was im- 
perative, for the Southern rail system had been virtually destroyed during 
the war and the task of rebuilding could not be financed by private capital. 
It is important to note that, except in Mississippi, which had a constitu- 
tional restriction upon slate assistance to corporations, every Southern gov- 
ernment of the period, under both the Johnson and the Radical regimes, 
undertook to subsidize railroad building. 2 Naturally rival railroad interests 
fought bitterly over this stale aid. 

In Virginia, for example, where the reconstruction story is often told 
in terms of a struggle between conservatives and Radicals, it is probably 
more accurate to emphasize the fundamental conflict between the railroad 
aspirations of John W. Garrett, of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, and of 
William Mahonc, of the Southside line. Garrett’s idea was to funnel the 
trade of Virginia and the southwest through Baltimore; Malione wanted to 

1 Wharton, The Negro in Miss., 238. 

= For an elaborate account of the varieties of state aid undertaken during this 
period sec Carter Goodrich, "Public Aid to Railroads in the Reconstruction South,” 
Political Science Quart., LXXI, 407-441, csp. Table I, pp. 4,0-413. Even Mis- 
sissippi, Dr. Goodrich notes, "found a variety of assets which could be transferred 
to the railroads without direct violation of the constitutional provision,” 
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build up rail connections which would make Norfolk a principal port for 
the European trade. Both men needed to gain control over the Virginia & 
Tennessee line, the one railroad running through the mountains to the 
southwest. State approval was required for the consolidation of this line 
into either Mahone's or Garrett’s rival systems; for the legislature had to 
approve changes in the road’s charter; moreover, the state still owned 
suable blocks of its stock. Both Mahone and Garrett, therefore, set about 
winning over the government of Virginia. 

Mahone was, In general, more successful. A native Virginian who was 
trying to build up one of the state’s ports, he could also capitalize upon the 
fact that he had been a Confederate general, the "hero of the Crater." 
Tirelessly he worked behind the scenes in all parties to promote the inter- 
ests of his project. In 1868, for example, seeing the nomination of the 
conservative Withers as part of "the design of the B. & O. road,’’ he threw 
his support behind the Radical candidate for governor, H. H. Wells. When 
Wells, after his election, proved faithless to the Southside’s interests, Ma- 
hone skillfully undermined his chances for re-election by pushing forward 
a Negro as his running mate in r87o, a move which he knew would alien- 
ate most white Republicans. Then he persuaded the Democrats to join 
these disaffected Republicans in backing a single candidate. Walker, to 
oppose Wells— a candidate who, incidentally, was a director of one of 
Mahone’s railroads. In the ensuing contest Baltimore & Ohio money sup- 
ported Wells; Southside funds backed Walker. Walker’s victory has gener- 
ally been spoken of as the restoration of "home rule" in Virginia; in fact, it 
would be more accurate to describe it as the triumph of the Southside Rail- 
road, for on June 7, 1870, the Virginia legislature gave its approval to 
Mahone’s scheme of consolidation.* 

Similarly in Alabama, where the history of reconstruction is usually 
analyzed in terms of whites versus Negroes, the story of railroad rivalries 
is central. In this state the stake was rail access to the rich ore deposits of 
the Birmingham area, and the principal rivals for state favors were the 
North & South line, a subsidiary of the Louisville & Nashville Railroad, 
which was financed by August Belmont and Democratic capitalists of the 
North, and the Alabama & Chattanooga Railroad, which was backed by 
such Northern Republicans as Jay Cooke. There is not space here to trace 
the elaborately fraudulent operations of these competing interests as they 
wooed the state legislators. It is enough to say that officials of both rail lines 
operated with equal unscrupulousness, that both the Johnson provisional 
government and the subsequent Radical regime in Alabama showed them- 
selves equally receptive to their blandishments, and that it would be im- 
possible to distinguish between Democrats and Republicans in the iegisla- 

* Nelson M. Blake, William Mahone of Virginia, Soldier and Political In- 
surgent, pp-no. Cf. above, pp. 620-631, 
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ture as to willingness to accept their favors. Slightly to oversimplify a very 
complex story, one may say that when these two rail lines cooperated, re- 
construction developments in Alabama were relatively tranquil, but that 
when they disagreed over the distribution of the loot, what has frequently 
been called “race war” broke out. It was no coincidence that 1873, which 
saw Jay Cooke go into bankruptcy during the panic, also witnessed the 
defeat of the Republican party in Alabama. The restoration of “home rule” 
meant the success of the North & South Railroad. 4 

4 Horace Mann Bond, “Social and Economic Forces in Alabama Reconstruc- 
tion,” Jour, of Negro Hist., XXIII, 290-348 (July, 1938). 



CHAPTER 37 

Postwar Politics 
and Constitutional Change 


While the South was thus being reconstructed, the Radicals were in 
power in Washington. Whatever these Republicans had earlier had in the 
way of idealism and a sense of mission had now largely vanished, and they 
were now concerned chiefly with the stakes of power. Many of the original 
Radicals had disappeared from the scene; the death of Thaddeus Stevens 
in 1868 cost the group its ablest leader. Power now fell into the hands of 
men like Oliver P. Morton of Indiana, John A. Logan of Illinois, and 
Benjamin F. Butler of Massachusetts, who used it with unscrupulous vir- 
tuosity to perpetuate themselves in office. 

A notable characteristic of this period of Radical rule was its disregard 
for the Constitution. Nowhere was this attitude more clearly exhibited than 
in their disregard for form and procedure in the adoption of the fourteenth 
amendment. This amendment, it will be remembered, had been proposed 
in 1866 but had then failed of adoption. 1 In the reconstruction act of 
March 1867, the Radicals resuscitated it, by providing that no state 
could be restored until its legislature under tbe new-formed Radical consti- 
tution should have ratified the amendment, and further that no state should 
be restored until the amendment had actually become a part of the Con- 
stitution. Taken in connection with other provisions in this law and its 
supplements, the congressional program required that a Southern state 
must declare its leaders disqualified from office-holding, establish Negro 
suffrage, create a constitution on a Radical pattern, elect a legislature on 
the basis of the new requirements, consent to a drastic modification of the 
existing scheme as to state and Federal powers, and, having taken these 
steps, must wait outside the Union until the hateful amendment, with its 
serious encroachment upon the principle of state sovereignty so dear to the 

1 See above, pp. y8 4-585. 
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South, should have been put into the Constitution by the carpetbaggers’ 
reversal of the previous action of the Southern states, whose rejection of 
the amendment in 1866 was done with promptness and decision. 

In reality Congress in 1867-1868 was not merely submitting an 
amendment to the states. It was creating fabricated governments in the 
South, to which there was given not an untrammeled opportunity of voting 
Yes or No on the proposed constitutional article, but only the alternative of 
voting Yes or being denied recognition as states in the Union. As a matter 
of constitutional law the method of amending the Constitution does not lie 
within the legislative power of Congress. It is prescribed in Article V of the 
Constitution; and the part which Congress has in the process is to frame 
the new article and adopt it, or call a convention of the states to perform 
this function, after which the amendment is submitted to the states, to be 
ratified either by conventions or by legislatures in three-fourths of them. It 
is for Congress to choose between the convention and legislative ratifica- 
tion, but not to create new factors or conditions as part of the amending 
process. In this case Congress submitted an amendment which was rejected 
by more than a fourth of the states; then in effect Congress changed the 
process, providing that ratification must be effected by a specified type of 
legislature, elected in a manner provided by Congress, a legislature chosen 
on the basis of Negro suffrage (though this was prior to the adoption of the 
fifteenth amendment, designed to force such suffrage), a legislature from 
which Confederates, regardless of their postwar attitude toward the Union, 
were to be excluded. 

Maintaining that the Southern states were not in the Union until re- 
deemed by Congress, the Radicals were driven to the absurd conclusion 
that the states could not qualify as members of the Union until after they 
had performed a function which only members can perform, i.e., ratify a 
Federal constitutional amendment. Another anomalous feature of the 
fourteenth amendment was that some of its provisions were anticipated 
before the amendment was adopted. The reconstruction act of March 2, 
1867, provided that no person excluded from office-holding by the pro- 
posed amendment should be eligible to election as a member of the conven- 
tion to frame a state constitution in the South, nor should any such person 
vote for members of the state constitutional convention. The Radicals were 
at the same time "proposing" an amendment to the Constitution and pro- 
ceeding as if it were already adopted. In addition, by the civil rights act. 
Congress enacted into law some of the leading provisions of the amend- 
ment two years before the date accepted as the time of its adoption. 

Carpetbag legislatures did ratify the amendment in the year 1868; and 
it became the duty of Secretary Seward, who doubted the validity of all 
these proceedings, to issue a proclamation declaring the amendment in 
force. His first proclamation on the subject (July 20, 1868) is something 
of a curiosity. Citing the law which requires the secretary' of state to certify 
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meant at this time by the phrase “States of the Union is not clear, since 
the resolution was not subjected even to such deliberation as the Congress 
of 1868 could give it. 

In addition to other questionable matters pertaining to the fourteenth 
amendment there was interjected a doubt as to whether Congress, by a 
concurrent resolution, has the power to put a constitutional amendment 
into effect against serious objections that the amendment has not been duly 
ratified. It was merely in obedience to congressional mandate that Seward 
issued (July 28, 1868) another proclamation listing the various ratifica- 
tions and withdrawals of ratification (the list being different from that of 
the concurrent resolution) and certifying that die amendment had become 
valid. 7 Its validity has been usually dated from the dme of Seward’s second 
proclamation. 

The present doctrine that an amendment automatically becomes a part 
of the Constitution by the ratificadon of three-fourths of the states 8 as- 
sumes diat it is a simple matter, merely a ministerial function, to determine 
when such ratificadon has taken place. Ordinarily this is so; but in the 
reconstruction period it was far from simple. It involved die main issue of 
reconstruction, hinging as it did upon die question as to how many states 
were in the Union and as to the validity of organizations that purported to 
be state governments in die South. In these postwar years Congress did 
many unusual things; and the power of declaring an amendment valid 
as part of the Constitution has not been deemed a proper congressional 
function merely because it was exercised by the Congress of 1868. As to 
the fourteenth amendment, the abuses in connection with its adoption have 
long been tolerated; and its provisions, so vitally important in recent con- 

of the thirteenth amendment and had been included in estimating the total number 
of states. 

7 U. S. Stat. nt Large, XV, 708—711. The seceded states whose ratifications 
(by carpetbag governments) were counted in this proclamation of July 28 were 
Arkansas, Florida, North Carolina, Louisiana, South Carolina, Alabama, and 
Georgia. 

8 It is now recognized that the secretary of state has no option as to proclaim- 
ing an amendment in force, but is required to do so when official notice of ratify- 
ing action by three-fourths of the states has been received. (Fairchild vs. Hughes, 
258 U. S. 126.) Notices of ratification are conclusive upon the secretary, and hav- 
ing been certified, are conclusive upon the courts. (Leser vs. Garnett, 258 U. S. 
130.) It has been held that the eighteenth amendment became effective when ratifi- 
cation had been consummated, not when proclaimed by the secretary. (Dillon vs. 
Gloss, 256 U. S. 368.) It has also been held that no citizen has a right to enjoin 
the secretary from proclaiming an amendment in force, nor to use the Federal 
courts to obtain a determination whether a constitutional amendment, about to be 
adopted, will be valid. (Fairchild vs. Hughes, 258 U. S. 126.) These decisions 
would seem to leave unsettled the question as to how irregularities in the ratifying 
of amendments such as existed in the reconstruction period are to be legally 
avoided. 
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rtitutional law, are as firmly placed in the Constitution as if those irregu- 
larities and abuses had not existed. 


In the tense atmosphere of postwar controversy the presidential cam- 
paign of 1 868 was waged. The Republicans had the advantage in the con- 
trol of patronage, the power to admit or exclude the Southern states as their 
purposes might determine, the opportunity to shape legislation with an eye 
to votes, and the emotional appeal of a party that had conducted the ad- 
ministration during a tremendous war. The Democrats had many disad- 
vantages: they had to live down as best they could the unfair accusation 
of alleged "disloyalty” during the war; their natural friendliness toward 
the South was misinterpreted; they suffered from the discrediting of An- 
drew Johnson, with whose policies they were associated; they were embar- 
rassed by the Vallandigharo element in their rants; and they were handi- 
capped by differences within their own household on financial matters, 
especially the questions of paper money and the payment of the huge gov- 
ernment debt. The main issues before the country were the choice between 
Radical and moderate reconstruction and the problems of postwar finance. 

The Republicans found it much easier to agree upon a candidate than 
the Democrats. Only three men seem to have been seriously considered — 
Chase, Colfax, and Grant — while a dozen or so candidates among the 
Democrats were prominently mentioned. For a time it appeared that both 
parties were minded to capture Grant. The Democrats had a reasonable 
claim to him by reason of previous political affiliations. Though not active 
in politics he and his father before him had been Democrats. In 1856 he 
had voted for Buchanan; in i860, though casting no vote, he had favored 
and preferred Douglas. Months before the Republican convention of 1868, 
however, the impeachment row had started; Grant’s break with the Presi- 
dent had become definite; and in a rather passive manner, with little politi- 
cal thinking on his own part, he had “gone over” to the Radicals. At the 
Republican convention in Chicago (May 20—21) there was only one name 
presented for the presidency, and Grant was unanimously nominated on 
the first ballot. C. H. Coleman shows that the general showed no eagerness 
for the office. He told W. T. Sherman that he would avoid the nomination 
if he could. 1 According to the New York World he was “at first shy; he then 
wavered; then enveloped himself in . . - mystery; and at last, . . . 
changed his politics.” * No such unanimity was manifest concerning the 
vice-presidential nomination; and it was not until the sixth ballot that the 
choice fell upon the Indiana Radical, Schuyler Colfax. 

It would appear that until 1868 one of the chief contenders for the 

1 M. A. DeWolfe Howe, ed.. Home Letters of General Sherman, 370. 

* N. Y. World, Jan. it, 1868, cited in C. H. Coleman, The Election of 1868, 

87. 
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Republican nomination had been Chase. For some years the Ohio statesman 
had been a favorite of the Radicals, though he had not gone the full way 
with them in reconstruction politics, partly because he had in his character 
a saving quality of moderation, and partly because, since 1864, he had 
been Chief Justice of the United States. It is doubtful whether he could 
ever have satisfied the Radicals in any case; certainly from the time of the 
impeachment he was unmercifully denounced by them, and was, in fact, 
"virtually read out of the Republican party.” 3 

Aside from nominations the matters most worthy of comment concern- 
ing the Republican convention were the presence of delegates from every 
state except Texas (illustrating thus early the activity of the Republicans 
in perfecting state organizations in the South), the savage attack upon the 
seven moderate Republican senators who had voted “Not Guilty” in the 
trial of Johnson, the declaration that Johnson was "properly pronounced 
guilty” (despite acquittal in the Senate), and the adoption of a resolution 
which “congratulatejdj the country” on the "success” of reconstruction. In 
“loyal States” suffrage was declared a state matter; in “the South” a matter 
of “guarantee by Congress.” 4 The convention also paid tribute to Lincoln, 
inveighed against “corruption” under Johnson as sharply as if the out- 
rageous accusations of Ashley had been proved, denounced financial re- 
pudiation, and caught the fancy of Irish-Americans by a "plank” denounc- 
ing England’s efforts against naturalized American citizens. No mention 
was made of the tariff; nor did the convention extend the hand of friend- 
ship toward the South. 

The Democratic delegates assembled in New York City in July. In their 
platform they declared that questions of slavery and secession had been set- 
tled for all time and that the return of peace demanded restoration of the 
states to their rights in the Union. In opposition to the Republican demand 
for penalties to be inflicted upon ex-Confederates, they advocated amnesty 
for past political offenses. Instead of Negro suffrage imposed by outside 
pressure they insisted that the regulation of the franchise belonged to the 
states. Adopting the “Ohio idea” associated with Pendleton, they urged 
that, where the law did not specify payment “in coin,” the national debt 
be paid in lawful money” (greenbacks); and they further urged govern- 
ment economy and prompt payment of the debt by taxation, including the 
taxation of government bonds. Abolition of the freedmen’s bureau was 
urged; and the subordination of the military to the civil power was de- 
manded “to the end that the usurpations of Congress and the despotism of 
the sword may cease.” 5 

The difficulty of choosing a Democratic candidate was evident in the 
number of aspirants and the days of indeterminate balloting. Chase was a 

5 Coleman, 80. 

4 Ibid., 91; Aim. Cyc., 1868, 744-745. 

5 Official Proceedings of the National Democratic Convention, 1868 , 59 . 
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distinct possibility for the Democratic nomination; many of the delegates 
really favored him; and it appeared at various stages that the deadlocked 
convention might easily have turned to him with enthusiasm. His daughter 
Kate Chase Sprague, a lady famous for her beauty and social influence, 
was active at the convention, and it may be said that the month of July, 
1 868, marked the peak of Chase’s chances for a presidential candidacy. On 
the other hand convention strategy' worked against him, his own state did 
not support him, and his strength outside Ohio never had a chance to 
assert itself. Other leading Democratic contenders were President Johnson 
(whose name could hardly have been withheld from the convention in view 
of his reconstruction efforts and widespread popularity among Southern 
delegates), Pendleton, Hendricks, McClellan, Seymour, Frank Blair, and 
W. S. Hancock. Less likely possibilities included Charles Francis Adams 
(whose position was that of opposition to the Radicals rather than sym- 
pathy with the Democrats), W. T. Sherman (who, however, consistently 
avoided politics), D. G. Farragut, J. R. Doolittle, Sanford E. Church, Joel 
Parker, Thomas Ewing, and Reverdy Johnson. 

On the first ballot Pendleton received 105 of the 317 votes, and An- 
drew Johnson 65, mostly from the South. Seymour was not even included 
in the balloting. Pendleton increased his lead as successive votes were cast, 
but without gaining a majority. Voting for Seymour of New York, presi- 
dent of the convention, began on the fourth ballot, after which his name 
was dropped on his own insistence that honor compelled him to withdraw, 
that he "must not be nominated,” and that he could not accept the nomina- 
tion if tendered. 6 The New Yorker’s name reappeared, however, on the 
twenty-first ballot; and on the twenty-second McCook of Ohio urged that 
he be chosen on the ground that the convention should select the man 
“whom the presidency has sought and who has not sought the presidency." 
Meanwhile the vote for Hendricks had reached 132 cm the twenty-first 
ballot and he seemed ‘‘within striking distance of victory." 1 The shift of 
Ohio tD Seymour was a heavy factor. It effectually disposed of a possible 
stampede to Chase, and put Pendleton out of the running. Finally the pro- 
testing Seymour was hustled out of the convention hall by his friends, state 
after state shifted its vote to him, and, on the twenty-second ballot, he was 
nominated amid the wildest enthusiasm." 6 It was rumored that he had 
schemed to make himselE the candidate; on the other hand it has been 
urged that his name had been dropped when vetoed by him, that it was 
revived against his genuine protest, and that he "was not a party to his 
nomination.” * For vice-presidential candidate the choice fell upon Frank 
Blair. 

6 Ann. Cye., 1868, 748. 

r Coleman, 239. 

6 Ann. Cye., 1868, 749. 

* Coleman. 244. 
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The man whom the Democrats had selected had achieved prominence 
as wartime governor of New York and as an opponent of Lincoln, especially 
in the matter of conscription. Despite the fact that he “deplored” Lincoln s 
election, he made it clear in a speech at Utica in October, 1861, that he in- 
tended to give loyal and generous support to the President. In such a matter 
as the raising of volunteers, particularly at the time of Lee’s invasion of the 
North in 1863, he acted energetically for the national cause; but he did 
not hesitate to assail the administration at Washington for what he termed 
its guilt in helping to bring on an avoidable war, its “unconstitutional” acts, 
and its tendency toward "military despotism.” His conduct at the time of 
the draft riots in New York, when his attitude was definitely non-coopera- 
tive toward Lincoln, has already been noted. 10 In 1864 he supported 
McClellan, and after the war he became conspicuous as a caustic critic of 
the Republican scheme of reconstruction. 

Though the military note was stressed by the Republicans, whose can- 
didate was chosen for military distinction alone, it has been pointed out 
that “those soldiers with the highest war reputations took little active part 
in the campaign on either side.” Sherman’s indifference was a matter 
of concern to die Republican national committee. Thomas, Sheridan, 
and Meade were "inarticulate Republicans,” while men such as 
Hancock, Franklin, McClellan, Buell, Slocum, McClernand, and Rose- 
crans, writes Coleman, were “Democrats in sympathy if not in campaign 
activity." 11 

In the final result the Democrats were unable to carry their candidate 
to victory. The popular vote was 2,703,000 for Seymour, 3,012,000 for 
Grant; the electoral vote 214 for Grant to 80 for Seymour. The Democrats 
carried New York, Delaware, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 
New Jersey, and Oregon; the Republicans carried all the rest of the states 
except those in the South (Mississippi, Texas, and Virginia) in which no 
vote was recorded. Perhaps the most significant comment concerning the 
election is that "a majority of the white men of the country favored the 
Democratic party in 1868.” 12 The number of Negro votes cast for Grant 
has been estimated at about 450,000 as compared to about 50,000 Negro 
votes estimated for Seymour, so that Grant’s popular majority (less than 
310,000) would have become a minority if all the Negro votes had been 
subtracted. 13 Coleman states that "the Republican popular majority in 1 868 

10 See above, pp. 316-317. 

11 Coleman, 306-307. 

1 ~ I bid,, 369. (Large minorities for Seymour were recorded in the following 
states that were carried by Grant: Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Illinois, In- 
diana, Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.) 

' ’ Under the peculiar American system, however, the Republicans might con- 
ceivably have elected their candidate without a popular majority. 
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was dependent upon negro suffrage, and [that] this was probably true in 
most of the Presidential elections between the Civi] and Spanish Wars.” 11 

3 

The matter of suffrage for the colored race underwent a process of evo- 
lution. At first it was feared that Northern sentiment would not support a 
program of nation-wide Negro suffrage; but the importance of the Negro 
rote to the Republican party North and South caused leading Radicals to 
keep their eye upon the issue. Thaddeus Stevens was quoted as saying that 
the Southern states ought never to be recognized until the Constitution was 
so amended as to "secure perpetual ascendancy to the party of the Union." 
Such a remark was typical of the general tendency of Republicans to per- 
petuate the fiction that the Democrats constituted the party of disunion. 
If the right of suffrage should be granted to persons of color, said Stevens, 
“there would always be Union [i.e., Republican] white men enough in the 
South, aided by the blacks, to . . . continue the Republican ascend- 
ancy." 1 According to Senator Howard, however, it was the opinion of the 
reconstruction committee in 1866 that three-fourths of the states could 
not be induced to grant the vote by constitutional amendment to the colored 
race. Gradually, however, as the Radicals felt their way, they found their 
power increasing. Step by step they were able to enact laws promoting 
Negro suffrage without an amendment, and finally to carry the suffrage 
amendment itself in the first year of Grant’s administration. 

An important step was taken in the establishment of Negjo suffrage 
by national authority when the bill concerning the franchise in the District 
of Columbia was passed early in 1867. The supporters of Negro suffrage 
for the District, chiefly Radical Republicans, were embarrassed by the re- 
fusal of many Northern states to allow the Negroes to vote. Jn addition, the 
woman-suffrage question, which had hardly attained the dimensions of an 
“issue," was used by opponents of Negro suffrage, as when Reverdy John- 
son of Maryland remarked that the women of America would reject the 
idea of having the suffrage conferred upon them, while Garrett Davis of 
Kentucky dwelt upon the inconsistency of "a frenzied party . . . clamor- 
ing to have suffrage given to the negro” while they “frown [ed] upon” female 
suffrage.* The chief objections to the proposal, however, were based upon 
the dense ignorance of the Negroes and the fact that the suffrage law was 
being forced upon the people without their consent. Among the leading 
advocates of the measure was Charles Sumner, who declared that the bill 
would complete emancipation by enfranchisement. “The courts [he saidl, 
and the rail-cars of the District, even the galleries of Congress, have been 

>* Coleman, 370. 

* Hendricks, quoting Stevens, in U. S. Senate. Cong. Globe ,0 Rim* r 

878 (Feb. 16, r866>. s ’ 39 1 ““ ’ 

* Ibid., 39 Cong-, a sess, 79 (Dec. ra, 1866). 
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open to colored persons. It only remains that the ballot-box be opened to 
them." It must be remembered, however, that the people of the District, 
though governed by Congress, have no representation in that body, and no 
part in choosing a President. Their status is not comparable to that of a 
state, nor even of a territory. 8 

Having passed the two houses, the District suffrage bill was vetoed 
on January 7, 1867, by President Johnson. The President showed that 
the people of the District at a special election in 1865 had overwhelmingly 
voted against the proposal. He also showed that whereas the ratio of blacks 
to whites in Sumner’s state was about 1 to 130, in the District the Negro 
race constituted about one-third of the population. The suffrage, he stated, 
was not necessary to the protection of Negro rights; and he feared that the 
imposition of suffrage qualifications from above, by weakening the minority 
party, might tend toward the concentration of all power in the Congress, 
with despotic results. Disregarding the President’s objections, Congress 
passed the bill over the veto; and it became law January 8, 1867. A few 
days later (January 3 1 ) a measure was passed which imposed similar suf- 
frage requirements upon the territories. 

While these measures were being promoted the suffrage question had 
been considered also in connection with the bills to admit Colorado and 
Nebraska to the Union; for in both these states the constitutions confined 
the voting privilege to whites. Some Radicals, bent on increasing their 
power by adding new states, were willing to overlook this “defect”; others, 
especially Sumner, adhered to their philosophy of Negro equality and in- 
sisted upon Negro suffrage as a condition of admission. The Sumner prin- 
ciple prevailed and the suffrage condition was adopted by Congress for 
both states. As above noted, however, only Nebraska was admitted at this 
stage, while Johnson’s veto was effective in the case of Colorado. 4 

These matters, and the suffrage provisions in the reconstruction acts, 
had revealed, even prior to Grant’s election, a steady Radical movement 
toward giving the Negroes the vote; yet somehow for campaign purposes 
the issue was evaded, and the Republican platform of 1868 declared that 
suffrage remained with the states. Oberholtzer has pointed out that the 
Republicans avoided the Negro-suffrage question in the Grant-Seymour 
campaign, but that after Grant’s election they "pretended to believe that 
they had received a mandate from the people in favor of the . . . enfran- 
chisement of the African race.” 6 Early in 1869 they launched a new con- 
stitutional amendment, worded as follows: 

Section 1. The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude. 

3 I bid., 107 (Dec. 13, 1866). 

* Sec above, pp. 608-609. 

6 Oberholtzer, II, 204-205. 
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Section 2. The Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate 
legislation. 

As with the fourteenth amendment, ratification was enmeshed with 
congressional devices of reconstruction in the South. On March 30, 1 870, 
the new article was proclaimed in force. It was not immediately effective 
in securing the vote to the Negro. Because the courts in early decisions 
interpreted the amendment as leaving suffrage to the states, which might 
prohibit the vote to Negroes on grounds other than race without a viola- 
tion of its terms, Negro voting as practiced during the years of Radical 
rule was authorized by state and federal legislation, rather than by the 
amendment. Not until long afterward was the amendment invoked to 
strike down grandfather clauses, white primaries, and other discriminatory 
practices.* 

4 ** 

In their effort to control all branches of government the Radicals 
showed a disposition to subject even the Supreme Court to their will, nor 
can it be said that the Court escaped the menace of congressional intimi- 
dation entirely without injury. It was in part shorn of jurisdiction, with a 
resulting loss of dignity. That it did not suffer more grievously was due 
chiefly to its acquiescence in the main body of reconstruction legislation. 
This was largely an acquiescence of silence, i.e., avoiding a review of the 
reconstruction acts on their merits. 

The judicial derision which drew forth the most vociferous Radical 
curses was that of the Milligan case in 1866. As noted in a previous chap- 
ter, 5 the matter at issue involved the denial of ordinary processes of justice 
by the wartime use of a military commission for the trial of civilians in 
Indiana. When the Court, in a ringing opinion delivered by Justice David 
Davis, declared illegal the use of "martial law” in regions where courts were 
open and unobstructed, and denounced the application of military justice 
in 1 864— i86y as "mere lawless violence," there followed a savage denun- 
ciation of the tribunal by Radical orators and editors. Such men as Wendell 
Phillips and John A. Bingham went so far as to threaten abolition of the 
Court itself.* 

Those accused of conspiracy in the Lincoln assassination had been 
tried by military commission under methods which departed from tradi- 
tional guarantees; and in the case of one of those executed, Mrs. Surratt, it 
has been the subsequent verdict of historians that a ghastly miscarriage of 
justice had taken place. In the trial and execution of Henry Wirz, the 
Swiss-American Confederate officer who commanded the infamous Soutb- 

• The leading cases ar e Ex parte Yarbrough, tto U. S. 6 f t (1884); Quinn v. 

U. S., 238 U. S. 347 (>915); and Smith v. AUwright, 3*r U. S. 649 C»944>. 

5 See above, pp. 304-30$. 

* Oberboltter, I, 465. 
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ern prison at Andersonville, the frustrations of justice were even more 
shocking. Wirz was tried by military commission, condemned, and executed 
on November io, 1865. It was said in his defense that he was protected 
from arrest and prosecution under the terms of the surrcnder-on-parole of 
Johnston s army and that his prosecution was a violation of these terms. 8 
Also it was urged that war conditions, not vindictive cruelty, were respon- 
sible for the frightful sufferings of the prisoners, that such sufferings arose 
from the failure of the Union and Confederate governments to agree upon 
a system of cartel, and that Northern prison pens were as deserving of con- 
demnation as Southern. Postwar psychology, however, demanded the head 
of Wirz; and his destruction was promoted by Secretary of War Stanton, 
Judge Advocate General Holt, and even President Johnson, who approved 
the sentence of the military commission. 

It was obvious that the doctrine of the Milligan decision would con- 
demn as illegal the Wirz proceeding and the assassination trial; 4 and this 
will serve in part to explain the furious denunciation of the decision on 
the part of the Radicals. Rut this was not the whole point: even more im- 
portant was the fact that under the reconstruction acts the South was sub- 
jected to a military regime in which the habeas corpus privilege and the 
safeguards of normal justice were swept aside.' Back in Lincoln’s time the 
C nef Justice had declared the President guilty of executive usurpation in 
suppressing the processes of justice; and now it was strongly apprehended 
that, un css curbed in some manner, the Supreme Court might go to the 
cx ent of declaring the reconstruction acts unconstitutional and void. The 
as iington Chronicle, semiofficial organ of the Republican Senate,” was 

FJTZT 1 S d ™ Clatl ° n ° f tI,C C ° Urt in S encral Davis in particu- 
contlm nnt 1 cT mct a Rc P ublican who does not speak with 

hsnoldnt ,i ng n 8C JUStiCC ° aViS ” 0n the otb er hand, as Warren 
T „ I" D T ° 1 Crat ‘ c P a P crs generally applauded the decision/ 

whill vlZ n^ l Urt itSdf WaS ta,,<ed 0f ^ Republicans, 

while various other devices or expedients were also proposed such as re- 
modeling or packing” die Court, reducing its mcmteSTto 

dudiSfta^^ cmccrs and men in- 

* It is difficult in crv> it, S ° crimir| al prosecutions after the war. 

trial of the assassins, as has been ™ ^ tCCn ^ * hC 

The dancer that anv cuiliv nmm , , 8 , ‘ f / ' mcrican Practice m similar cases. 

courts was negligible. If in the case oTwirc u ^ 
chance of acquittal, that was all the more rnson f r - t ' 3 '^ e ' VCn 3 ^ 
tection of the law. The denial of this protection n,u * ^ n0rmaI pr °‘ 

nature of the whole proceeding. P P t ln clcar f °cus the vindictive 

Johnson promptly issued order^SL^nB 3 ^™^” 01 " 0 ” 1 “V” 5 P ° licics ’ Prcsidcnt 
in the South. Charles Warren, Sup. Court in [ft," rn,Rt;lr >’ <" aIs of civilians 

• Ibid., II, 433, 437 . p urt in U ■ s • Hht °ry Crev. cdO, II, 442. 
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hibiting it from taking jurisdiction in any case involving the reconstruction 
acts (Stevens’s suggestion), placing various limitations upon its procedure 
as to quorum requirements, and the like. In order to take from President 
Johnson the power to make appointments on the Court a law was passed 
(July 23, 1866) which provided that vacancies among the associate jus- 
tices should not be filled until the number of such justices should be re- 
duced to six, making seven for the whole Court. T 

A further attack upon the Court in 1868 reached the point where a 
bill requiring the agreement of two-thirds of the justices to effect a decision 
passed the House; ' but the bill did not come to a vote in the Senate. One 
important measure, however, constituting a severe attack upon the judi- 
ciary, did become law when Congress on March 27, 1868, overriding the 
President's veto, took jurisdiction away from the Supreme Court in appeals 
from lower Federal courts where the habeas corpus right was involved.* 
The wording of the repeal clause was such as to obscure its real motive, 
which was, as Senator Hendricks said, to "reach the McCardle case.’’ l * 
A Mississippi editor, McCardle, had been placed under military arrest and 
put upon trial before a military commission for publishing criticisms of 
Radical reconstruction policy. When presented with a wnt of habeas corpus 
intended to bring the question of the editor’s detention before the Federal 
courts, the officer in charge declined to produce the prisoner, in which ac- 
tion he was sustained by a Federal circuit court in Mississippi. Appeal from 
the decision was pending in the Supreme Court of the United States when 
the legislation of March 27, 1868, deprived the Court of jurisdiction in 
this and similar suits. The case was being handled by able counsel and it 
was feared that the Court might declare the reconstruction acts unconstitu- 
tional, thus applying to the postwar South the same rule which it had al- 
ready applied to the wartime North. The repeal turned the trick, and the 
Court bowed to the legislation, holding that while its appellate jurisdiction 
in general is derived from the Constitution, such jurisdiction is defined and 
limited by Congress. 11 Gideon Welles expressed disgust at the manner in 
which the justices had "caved in.” 11 According to a statement attributed 

’ By act of March 3, 1863, the number had been raised to ten, the largest 
membership in the history of the Court. The act of July 23, 1866, fixed the num- 
ber at nine, and prospectively Cby the non filling of vacancies) at seven. When 
Grant came in a law was promptly passed (April 10, 1869) raising the permanent 
membership to nine. 

• Cong. dole. 40 Cong., 2 sess., 489 (Jan. 13, 1868). 

• This was done by the repeal of a former law which conferred jurisdiction in 
habeas corpus appeals. The trick was turned by an amendment which threw the 
opposition off their guard, and by the avoidance of free discussion. Robert C. 
Schenclt, Republican congressman from Ohio, admitted that the purpose was to 
"dip the wings" of the Court. Warren, Sup. Court, II, 474-475. 

»® Cong. C lobe, 40 Cong., 2 sess., 2116. 

11 Ex parte McCardle, 7 Wall. 506. 

11 Welles, Diary, III, 314, 320. 
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to Justice Field the acquiescence of the justices (with the exception of 
Grier and Field) in the congressional curtailment of their power was due 
to their disinclination to "run a race with Congress.” To O. H. Browning 
it seemed that this “cowardice” and readiness to surrender to usurpation 
were "among the alarming symptoms of the times.” 13 

In other cases the Supreme Court evaded fundamental decisions touch- 
ing reconstruction. In Mississippi vs. Johnson, being asked in the name of 
Mississippi to enjoin President Johnson and the commanding general from 
executing the reconstruction acts, the Court held that such a judicial re- 
straint upon the President was improper, and that it had “no jurisdic- 
tion ... to enjoin the President in the performance of his official 
duties." u When another injunction was brought up with a similar object 
in Georgia vs. Stanton 15 the justices for similar reasons declined to assume 
jurisdiction.' In Cummings vs. Missouri 10 the Court declared the uncon- 
stitutionality of a Missouri law which imposed upon officeholders, teachers, 
priests, etc., a test oath affirming that support had never been given by act 
or word to the enemies of the United States. 17 On the question of secession 
and the nature of the Union the Court took the orthodox view. In Texas vs. 
White , 16 in a matter concerning bonds issued by the state of Texas, it was 
held that the Union involved an indissoluble relation and that acts of se- 
cession were "absolutely null” and "utterly without operation in law.” 
Though the history of reconstruction was reviewed in summarizing the 
facts of the case, the Court rather pointedly declined to pronounce judg- 
ment upon the reconstruction acts. The main point of the case was that 
Texas continued to remain a state in the Union despite the illegal transac- 
tions pertaining to secession. 

5 

Meanwhile the case against Jefferson Davis had dragged on year by 
year inconclusively until it was finally dropped. The rough treatment of 
the fallen Confederate leader involved a long military imprisonment fol- 
lowed by release to the Federal courts, where a fearsome indictment was 
brought; but there was never a trial on the indictment and the final dis- 
missal of the proceedings early in 1869 was n0 more of a release to Davis 
himself, who insisted that the trial be pushed to a verdict, than to the gov- 
ernment, to which the case had become a source of embarrassment. 

13 Browning, Diary, II, 191. 

11 4 Wall. 47;, especially 501. 

15 6 Wall. 50. 

18 7 i U. S. 277 (1866). 

In Ex parte Garland (71 U. S. 333) a similar decision was reached in a 
case involving the right of an attorney to practice before the Supreme Court, 
w creas the Cummings case had reference to the imposition of the test oath upon 
priests in tne Roman Catholic Church. 

18 7 Wall. 700 (1868). 
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Davis's detention In military custody had begun in May, 1865, and 
continued for two years at Fort Monroe. It was only for a short period that 
he was kept in shackles. In the later stages of his imprisonment he was al* 
lowed considerable freedom within the fortress grounds and was given airy 
rooms in Carroll Hall, a building formerly used for officers’ quarters. At 
the beginning visitors were denied him; but this rule was later relaxed. 
After earnest pleadings Mrs. Davis was allowed to visit her husband; and 
he was allowed to confer with counsel. His physician, John J. Craven, was 
given access to him, and in addition regular reports on his health were 
made by the military surgeon. Nevertheless, the two-year military imprison- 
ment was a grievous hardship. Had he been under the civil courts he would 
have been released on bail while awaiting trial; and the government would 
have been under pressure to make out a case and proceed with the trial 
before a Virginia jury. 

It is to be said to the credit of the Johnson administration that the pro- 
posal to subject Davis to a military trial was rejected, though in certain 
other respects it appears that the President and some of his advisers were 
minded to push forward the prosecution of the man who in popular imagi- 
nation stood forth as the personification of the "rebellion." By writ of 
habeas corpus issued by the Federal circuit court at Richmond (May, 
1867) Davis was released from military custody with the approval of the 
administration at Washington. He was then brought to the bar of the court, 
where an indictment for treason against the United States was pending 
against him. The prosecution not being ready for trial, Davis was admitted 
to bail, giving bond in the sum of $100,000. Gerrit Smith, Horace Greeley, 
and Cornelius Vanderbilt were among the sureties on the bail bond. Many 
delays ensued, with elaborate discussions among Radicals and loud denun- 
ciations of tbe Johnson administration For not proceeding more actively 
with the case. Meantime a new indictment, drawn by William M. Evarts 
and R. H. Dana, Jr., who had been assigned to the case by the President, 
had been voted by the grand jury in the Federal circuit court, in which 
Davis was elaborately and tautologically charged with treason against the 
United States under the statute of April 13, 1790, under which the 
penalty was death. 

The complex issues involved in the case cannot be reviewed here; but 
it is to be noted that they involved the question whether Davis’s "acts of 
war" could be deemed treason, and also whether the prosecution was not 
a violation of the fourteenth amendment. It was urged that, since the 
amendment imposed political disqualification upon ex-Confederates, any 
further pains and penalties were inadmissible. 1 Not death, nor even fine 

1 This argument concerning the fourteenth amendment in relation to the ease 
was hit upon as the main point to he stressed by Davis's counsel; and the final pro- 
ceedings had to do with the defense motion to quash the indictment on the ground 
of inconsistency with the amendment. On this point the Federal circuit court at 



THE RESTORED UNION 


648 

and imprisonment, was indicated as the constitutional penalty for Southern 
leaders, but only disqualification from holding office; and this disqualifica- 
tion was removable by Congress. 2 

If death for treason, said Davis’s counsel, were to be imposed upon ex- 
Confederates, the disqualifications of the fourteenth amendment would 
become absurd. The government’s own lawyers, especially Evarts and Dana, 
wavered in their determination to prosecute Davis; and time after time 
die government delayed proceedings, Chief Justice Chase meanwhile show- 
ing marked reluctance to be drawn into the ease as presiding judge, as his 
circuit duties at Richmond required. Finally, after the circuit court at 
Richmond had disagreed, certifying their disagreement to the Supreme 
Court of the United States, the President’s proclamation of unconditional 
amnesty (December 25, 1868) 2 was accepted as the basis for disposing 
finally of the case, which soon thereafter was dropped both at Richmond 
and at Washington. 

Had the trial been pushed it seemed doubtful to competent observers 
that the Federal government could obtain a decision by the Supreme Court 
sustaining the indictment, and, following this, a verdict of conviction by a 
Virginia jury, even such a jury as was customary in reconstruction days. 
Had such conviction occurred, there still remained the probability of presi- 
dential pardon. 4 Release by dismissal of the indictment seemed the most 
reasonable way out, a release consonant not only with the common practice 
of amnesty for political offenses but also with the existing practice of the 
United States government concerning postwar accusations of treason and 
the like against those who had supported the Confederacy. 6 


Richmond disagreed. Chief Justice Chase favored quashing the indictment; while 
his colleague John C. Underwood (a Virginia Radical) decided that the indictment 
should stand. This was the question which was pending before the United States 
Supreme Court when the President’s amnesty proclamation caused the final dis- 
position of the case. Randall, Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln, chap. v. 

5 This constitutional disqualification persisted for decades after the war. In 
1898 Congress removed the existing disability as to all who had supported the 
Confederacy, though the wording of the act seemed to recognize that similar dis- 
abilities would apply to a possible future insurrection or rebellion. U. S. Stat. at 
Large, XXX, 432. 

3 See above, p. 561. 

4 Evarts, who had become Johnson’s attorney general, had advised in cabinet 
meeting against the prosecution of Davis and had said that if convicted he "would 
not be . . . and . . . ought not to be punished.” Browning, Diary, II, 225. 

3 This account of Davis’s case is based largely upon manuscript and archival 
sources, including Federal court records at Richmond, the attorney general’s papers 
at Washington, the Stanton papers, and the Johnson manuscripts. See also Roy F. 
Nichols, "United States vs. Jefferson Davis, 1865-1869,” Am. Hist. Rev., XXXI, 
266-284 (Jan., 1926); Samuel Shapiro, “Richard Henry Dana, Jr.” (MS. doc- 
toral dissertation, Columbia Univ., 1958), 233-238. 
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In its international dealings the Johnson administration presented a 
record of real achievement in such matters as the conclusion of the Mexi- 
can imbroglio, the suppression of Fenian disturbances, the "Alabama 
claims" with England,* the purchase of Alaska, and the notable Far Eastern 
diplomacy of Anson Burlingame. The end of the war found Sheridan in 
southwestern Texas with a force intended to put down the remaining oppo- 
sition to the Union in that section. American disapproval of the French 
empire in Mexico had suffered no abatement; and border “incidents” were 
making it increasingly difficult to restrain the soldiers on the Rio Grande. 
Many persons in the United States favored open support for the Mexicans 
under Juarez; and it is at least interesting that Francis P. Blair, Sr., on a 
mission to Richmond (January, 1865) in which he conferred with Jeffer- 
son Davis, spoke of an armistice between North and South, with both sides 
joining to drive the French out of Mexico and establish the Juarez govern- 
ment in that country. Seward now pressed his inquiries as to French inten- 
tions; and in April, 1866, de Montholon, French minister at Washington, 
gave the pledge on the Emperor’s authority that the French troops would 
be withdrawn in three detachments by November, 1867. When delays oc- 
curred in the fulfillment of this pledge, Seward sent vigorous notes.* 

Napoleon meanwhile had lost interest in the Mexican venture, having 
failed to comply with certain promises to Maximilian; and in February, 
1867, the last of the French troops left Mexico. Maximilian, who could 
have abdicated and escaped while French forces still guarded him, bravely 
decided to remain in the hope of obtaining better terms for the imperialists 
who, however, were denied amnesty by the implacable Juarez, who could 
not forget that they had shed Mexican blood. Disappointed in his last 
heroic effort toward conciliation and captured by the republican forces 
Maximilian was condemned to death and denied clemency despite earnest 
entreaties from outside nations. On June 19, 1867, the luckless but nl t 
monarch was executed at Queretaro. Nearly sixty years later ft P ^ 
1927) the long and tragic life of Empress Charlotte came to an 
Belgian chateau. nu m a 

Canadian border troubles had arisen from the use of Ame ' 
a base for the activities of daring revolutionaries laboring for ””1 -h 3S 
public. An Irish-American organization known as the Penh 0 ° re * 
cooperated with the Phoenix Society in Ireland and did Otf,erhood 
things inconsistent with American neutrality. Forres recr, ^ P r ° voc ^ ve 
soil actually invaded Canada on several occasions- and o ■ ,° n y ™ erican 
„ , . . . „ . . s * and President Johnson 

1 Treated in the following chapter. 1 

* See especially the dispatches of Seward to Biee!o» j . 

Oct. 8, and Not. 23, 1866, House Exec. Doe. No , , un der dates of Sept. 29, 
359, 366-367. ’ ' 39 teofc * * *«ss., pt. 1, 35 s * 
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found it necessary to act vigorously in order to prevent the territory of the 
United States from becoming the base of hostile operations against a 
friendly nation. In performing this duty at a time when England was being 
criticized for unneutral acts during the late war, the President was consid- 
erably embarrassed by noisy American politicians who, in their angling for 
the anti-British vote, showed a feigned interest in the cause of Ireland and 
justified the troublemakers while assailing the administration. The Presi- 
dent, however, succeeded in satisfactorily disposing of the matter. He is- 
sued a proclamation (June 6, 1866) warning all citizens to desist from 
taking part in or abetting these "unlawful proceedings,” 3 caused offenders 
to be arrested, and sent General Meade with a military force to prevent 
further expeditions from setting out. The Fenian activities were thus effec- 
tively suppressed. 

A treaty was negotiated under Seward for the annexation of the Danish 
islands of St. Thomas and St. John to the United States with the express 
consent of the people of the islands. In Denmark the treaty W'as ratified by 
the King and the Rigsdag; in the United States, however, it failed of ratifi- 
cation in the Senate, and annexation was deferred until the administration 
of Wilson. The Alaskan effort was more successful. Negotiations between 
Seward and Baron Stoeckl, Russian minister at Washington, were facili- 
tated by Russian willingness, perhaps eagerness, to sell; and a treaty for 
the acquisition of this land in the far North had been completed and pro- 
claimed by June, 1867. For the sum of $7,200,000 the United States ob- 
tained an immense area of more than half a million square miles, with 
rich undeveloped resources. At the time, however, the acquisition was 
treated as a joke and it was made to appear that Uncle Sam had been duped 
into paying money for valueless ice fields which the Czar would gladly have 
given away. 

In oriental affairs Seward's diplomacy gave direction to both American 
and European policy for many decades to follow. Writing in 1922 Tyler 
Dennett stated that "no new principles . . . [had] been added to Ameri- 
can Far Eastern policy since 1869.” Reversing the traditional American 
policy as represented by Webster and other predecessors, Seward made a 
contribution to Asiatic diplomacy which exceeded that of Hay. 4 In general 
the essence of his policy was friendship toward China, cooperation with Eu- 
ropean powers combined with many an effort to restrain them in their ori- 
ental activities, promotion of the “open door” as to trade (though this idea 
antedated Seward]), and the maintenance of Chinese integrity. 

It is true that Seward allowed himself to be drawn into certain "un- 
American attitudes. The joint show of force by various powers against 
Japan was participated in by the United States; the Convention of 1866 

3 Richardson, Messages and Papers, VI, 433. 

4 Am. Hist. Rev., XXVIII, 45 (Oct., 1922). 



Postwar Politics and Constitutional Change 651 

with Japan was approved by Seward though "dictated from the gun-deck of 
a British flag-ship ”; 5 and Korea was misjudged in an incident involving a 
stranded American ship.* It has been said, however, in Seward’s defense 
that his “un-American actions . . . were the price he paid for co-operating 
with powers possessed of very different . . . purposes in the East.” 7 

The best of Seward’s Far Eastern transactions were associated with the 
diplomacy of Anson Burlingame, United States minister to China, whose 
policy was to induce the foreign powers to respect Chinese sovereignty, to 
win Chinese approval for measures deemed needful for the protection of 
foreigners and their property, and to avert European action looking toward 
the partition of Asia. Burlingame has been called "the most successful 
diplomat America has ever sent to Eastern lands.” • Sue h was his influence 
in the East that he was actually made the Chinese envoy to foreign coun- 
tries, and it was in this capacity, not as American representative, that he 
negotiated the famous Burlingame treaty of amity between the United 
States and China ( 1868). By this treaty Chinese integrity was recognized; 
the empire's acceptance of the principles of international law was pro- 
claimed; interference in Chinese domestic matters was disclaimed by the 
United States; rights of travel, residence, and emigration were guaranteed; 
religious freedom was extended to Americans in China; and various privi- 
leges, including the appointment of consuls (but not including naturaliza- 
tion), were extended to the Chinese. The Chinese mission which Burlin- 
game headed also endeavored to negotiate treaties of amity and commerce 
with European nations; it was while engaged in this duty that Bur- 
lingame died at St. Petersburg in 1870. 

7 

The Johnson administration drew to its close in an atmosphere of un- 
certainty, apprehension, and confusion, but not without a sense of pride 
and confidence that history would "set all right.” Various projects, well 
advanced by the Johnson government, had to be referred to the succeeding 
administration. The thrill of the completion of the Union Pacific Railway 
was to redound to Grant’s credit. In the closing weeks the Johnson cabinet 
was especially disturbed by reports from the South, which presented a 
condition of "anarchy . . . murders, assassinations, burnings, and general 

* Ibid., 49-50. 

* Koreans sought to assist a stranded American ship, the General Sherman, in 
one of their rivers; hut, being rudely handled owing to a misunderstanding of their 
intent, they attacked the vessel. Largely because of restraint at Paris a punitive 
expedition against Korea, in which Seward would have joined, was avoided. It 
should be added, however, that Seward was misinformed. L. M. Sears, Hitt, of 
Am. Foreign Relations, and ed., 336-337. 

» Dennett, in Am, Hist. Rev., XXVIII, 6t. 

* Sears. 337* See a I» Knight Biggerstaff, ‘The Official Chinese Attitude to- 
ward the Burlingame Mission, - Am. Hist. Rev., XLI, 681-70* (July, 1936). 
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insecurity. . . 1 In this situation there was presented one of the ex- 

quisite ironies of reconstruction, the spectacle of carpetbaggers appealing to 
President Johnson’s administration for troops to protect them from the 
hostility of the Southern whites. In such matters the utmost caution was 
observed, with marked disinclination to use military force unless absolutely 
necessary to preserve order. Where possible, despite the reconstruction acts, 
the Johnson administration showed a conciliatory attitude toward the 
South. Heeding Evarts’s advice that confiscations be no longer pursued, 
the "President and Cabinet gave . . . their unanimous consent” to the 
dismissal of such cases. When the wife of General Robert E. Lee requested 
that Arlington relics, handed down from Mount Vernon, be restored to her, 
the President and his advisers "unanimously determined” that this be 
done; 2 and one of the latest official acts of O. H. Browning, secretary of the 
interior, was to have the articles boxed for shipment to the Lees. On March 
4, x 869, when the end of Johnson’s term arrived, Browning confided to his 
diary his sense of pride in having struggled with the President “under 
great disadvantages ... to restore peace ... to a distracted . . . 
Country.” “Had we had the . . . cooperation of Congress [he added] 
these desirable ends could have been attained.” 3 The outgoing President 
and his cabinet were busy till after the hour of twelve examining bills re- 
quiring the President’s approval. Without attending the ceremony of 
Grant’s inauguration, they made their official adieus. 

1 Browning, Diary, II, 244, 222. 

2 I bid., II, 234-235, 241-242. 

3 I bid., II, 244. 
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The Grant Era 


The Grant era in American development was a period of conflicting 
tendencies. As energies were released to peacetime pursuits the nation-' 
showed marked exuberance and expanding power. The period was not lack-r 
ing in enlightened striving; it produced notable humanitarian movements-/ 
it set the stage for material development hitherto unknown; it launched a- 
fresh epoch of western expansion; it witnessed new triumphs of technology - 
and business organization. Yet such was the coarseness of the era that its 
magnificence seemed cheap and tawdry. It has been branded as the "gilded ^ 
age.” In architecture it was the "parvenu period ”; 1 but the extravagant 
dwellings were but a symptom. Tastes and standards were revealed not only 
in fancy forte-coch&res, oriels, bay windows, and cast-iron dogs standing 
guard on formal lawns; they appeared also in a flaunting luxury among 
the new rich, a crassness of social attitudes, an unblushing partisanship 
among politicians, and an excessive flourish and patriotic unction among 
those who passed for statesmen. To use Harding's famous word, the period 
did not, in general, present a return to "normalcy.” Postwar abnormality 
and excess were its most prominent characteristics. 

Of Grant’s conduct as President it may be said that, by consensus of 
opinion, he was unfitted for the duties of his lofty office and was so thor- 
oughly involved in partisan politics that his administration became a na- 
tional scandal. Professor Dunning refers to the era as the "nadir of na- 
tional disgrace.” * The spectacle of the inadequate President, betrayed by 

1 Thomas E. Tallmadge, The Story of American Architecture, chap. vi. 
Though the tastes of the time are usually related to American conditions, it is of 
interest to note that standards abroad were not dissimilar. In England 'Tennyson 
and the Brownings . . . exchanged wax flowers . . . and antimacassars . . . ; 

. . . ladies laced and had the vapors; - . . young men wore Dundreary whiskers” 

(ibid.). 

1 W. A- Dunning. Reconstruction, Political and Economic, chap, xviii. Grant 
officially admitted his political incompetence and apologized for the “mistakes'’ of 
his administration. See Richardson, Messages and Papers, VII, 399-400. 
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men in whom he trusted, barely able to beep a cabinet together, and so be- 
wildered by the complexities of his office that he hardly knew what it was 
all about, is in truth pathetic. Historians almost invariably express sym- 
pathy for the harassed Executive while presenting a condemnatory record 
of the trends that were manifest under his rule. The administration began 
with an undistinguished cabinet. Two of the appointees, Washburne for 
secretary of state and Rawlins for secretary of war, had been Grant’s neigh- 
bors in Galena, Illinois. The millionaire merchant, A. T. Stewart, owner 
of a great department store in New York City, was nominated but found 
ineligible as head of the treasury department; A. E. Borie, Philadelphia 
merchant, a man almost unknown, was introduced to a puzzled nation as 
secretary of the navy. Other secretaries were Jacob D. Cox of Ohio, secre- 
tary of die interior; E. Rockwood Hoar of Massachusetts, attorney general; 
John A. J. Creswell of Maryland (follower of Henry Winter Davis), post- 
master general. Most of these men did not remain at their posts; indeed 
the Grant administration became notable for its shifting cabinet personnel. 
It is not to our purpose even to mention all the cabinet appointments. G. S. 
Boutwell and W. A. Richardson of Massachusetts, B. H. Bristow of Ken- 
tucky, and Lot M. Morrill of Maine struggled at different times with the 
treasury portfolio. On the death of Rawlins in September, 1869, Grant 
appointed William T. Sherman secretary ad interim for a brief period; 
then he put in W. W. Belknap of Keokuk, Iowa. When Belknap resigned 
in 1876 under impeachment charges, he was succeeded by Alonzo Taft of 
Ohio, who in turn gave way to “Don” (James Donald) Cameron of Penn- 
sylvania. Borie resigned during Grant’s first year, and New Jersey’s slighdv 
known attorney general, George M. Robeson, was chosen for the naval 
secretaryship. 

Of outstanding importance in the cabinet was Hamilton Fish of New 
York, who became secretary of state a week after the President’s inaugura- 
tion when Washburne resigned to become minister to France, and who re- 
mained in this important position to the end of Grant’s second term. Amid 
cabinet squabbles, malignant attacks, knavery, and corruption Fish held 
steadfastly to his post, not only directing important international adjust- 
ments, but mediating in many an official or personal tangle, attending to 
confidential duties, and contributing the distinction of substantial states- 
manship to an otherwise weak administration. 

As Grant struggled with his official duties the Republican party swept 
noth a rush into the public offices. In doing so they found their own tenure- 
of-office act, aimed at President Johnson, a considerable embarrassment. 
A bill repealing the act was passed by the House, whose members showed 
b) this action that the original law was less a matter of constructive legis- 
lation than a partisan weapon. The Senate being unwilling to surrender 
its power, however, a troublesome legislative tangle followed. Repeal was 
thus defeated despite Grant's earnest desire for it, and a modified tenure 
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act was preserved whose meaning was capable of “diametrically opposite” 
interpretations, but whose main effect was to have a law on the boohs 
which would not be heard of when Senate and President should be in 
party harmony, 8 but which might again be invoiced if a future Senate 
should have a partisan motive to hinder presidential removals. It was not 
until March 5, 1887, under the administration of President Cleveland, 
that the tenure act was finally repealed. 

In the related matter of civil service reform Grant’s perfunctory recom- 
mendations broughtno substantial result. He pointed out that the existing 
system of appointments did “not secure the best men, and often not even 
fit men, for public place," 4 and he appointed a commission of inquiry, 
headed by George William Curtis, which presented a striking expose of 
degrading practices attending the spoils system; but men "laughed at such 
zeal,” s and Curtis’s reforms were defeated by congressional indifference 
and prevailing partisan philosophy. 

2 

The corruption of the Grant period was not of the President’s making; 
it was not all centered at Washington; nor was it confined to one party. It 
seemed rather a characteristic of the times. In New York City Boss Tweed 
and his notorious Ring robbed and misgoverned with unblushing audacity. 
Seizing control of the city government with the assistance of a bribed legis- 
lature, and keeping themselves in power by the systematic herding of ig- 
norant voters, the Ring made contracts in which the graft sometimes ran 
more than ninety per cent. Bills approved on one day by the gang’s auditors 
exceeded $15,000,000 of which $14,000,000 was "sheer plunder." 1 By 
1871 the outraged city, under the leadership of such men as Samuel J. 
Tilden the lawyer and Thomas Nast the cartoonist, was able to drive the 
Ring out of power and put Tweed himself in prison. 

Another example of plunder on a colossal scale was the attempt of Jay 
Gould and James Fisk to comer the gold market, which resulted in the 
disastrous affair of "Black Friday." The scheme was to sweep the price of 
gold upward by an enormous bull movement (the connection of Gould and 
Fisk with purchasing contracts being carefully concealed) and to reap 
an unconscionable profit by compelling short sellers to buy from the con- 
spirators. In less than three weeks the gold quotation was carried from 133 
to 143; in one day it advanced from that figure to 163. Finally, the day of 
the crash (September 24, 1869) produced a panic in the Gold Room and 
on the Stock Exchange which resulted in the collapse of the syndicate and 
the ruin of many innocent dealers. By the simple process of repudiating 

* Blaine, Twenty Y ears. II, 4 54-455. 

* Richardson, Messages and Papers, VII, 109. 

* Obcrholwer. It, 318. 

1 Kevins, Emergence of Modem America, 186. 
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their contracts Gould and Fisk escaped loss. Their avoidance of punish- 
ment was due to the use of thugs and bodyguards and to the failure of ade- 
quate legal prosecution. They moved in respectable circles, Fisk even hav- 
ing President Grant as a guest on one of his steamboats; and they lived to 
perpetrate another enormous swindle in their milking of the Erie Railroad. 
In this Erie affair their stock manipulation and their bribing of the legisla- 
ture and judiciary, together with their huge profits, place them among the 
super-brigands of high finance. 

In the national government one of the shocking scandals was that of 
the Credit Mobilier. On the face of it the corporation which bore this fancy 
name was a joint stock company organized under the laws of Pennsylvania 
and ostensibly concerned with the construction of the Pacific railroad. The 
purpose of its promoters, however, was not to construct the road, but to get 
construction contracts from the Union Pacific and turn large portions of 
the money into the pockets of a few leading shareholders. By the “selling” 
of Credit Mobilier shares to members of- Congress far below their value 
legislative support was obtained which enabled the company to declare huge 
dividends. The fraudulent operations were exposed with permanent injury 
to the reputations of sundry congressmen, and for a time the chief concern 
of various public men seemed to be to explain away their connection with 
the affair. Aside from the exposure of many questionable dealings, the 
chief result was the passage in the House of Representatives of a resolution 
(February 27, 1873) 2 censuring Oakes Ames, who had formed the chief 
point of contact between Congress and the fraudulent company. It should, 
however, be remembered that the unsavory manipulations of the Credit 
Mobilier belong to the year 1868, before the Grant administration began, 
and that the tendency to identify the scandal with the Grant regime arises 
from the fact that the investigation became public in 1872. 

Other scandals followed with sickening effect. A bill was passed in 
Congress and signed by President Grant which was popularly known as 
the "salary grab.” Existing congressional salaries (applying to both sena- 
tors and representatives) amounted to $5000 a year; but by an act now 
passed (March 3, 1873) the compensation was raised to $7500 a year, 
with provision for two years’ back pay, which would give each member a 
“bonus” of $5000 in addition to the regular increase. The salary of the 
Pre identwas at this time raised from $25,000 to $50,000. In 1874, after 
indignant protest over the country, the old congressional salary of $5000 
was restored. 

Both in petty transactions and in weightier things the low standards 
of official conduct were manifest. The very source of official authority was 
polluted in election frauds. Questionable favors were received by the secre- 

Coitg. Globe, 42 Cong., 3 sess., 1833. In passing this resolution of censure 
there -were 183 yeas, 36 nays, and 22 not voting. 




RED HOT REPUBLICANS 



















The Grant Era 657 

tary of the navy from men with profit-mating axes to grind. The secretary 
of war, YV. W. Belknap, "who had been receiving bribes from a trader at 
an Indian post,” * resigned his office and was immediately thereafter im- 
peached by the House of Representatives and tried by the Senate. A ma- 
jority, but not the necessary two-thirds, voted for his conviction. The 
minority voted acquittal not on the ground of the secretary's innocence but 
because they considered that the Senate had no jurisdiction in the case of 
an officer who had resigned. One of the vilest scandals was the Whiskey 
Ring, a huge conspiracy by which hundreds of distillers, in collusion with 
treasury officials, evaded the internal revenue tax and defrauded the gov- 
ernment. The suppression of the Ring with numerous convictions in the 
courts was largely the work of Grant's secretary of the treasury, Benja- 
min H. Bristow, who pushed the investigations with relentless vigor. In 
doing so, however, Bristow had scant sympathy from Grant, whose oft- 
quoted remark — "Let no guilty man escape" — was little more than a fine 
phrase. 

In truth Grant had been duped by the corruptionists, and in particular 
he had both conferred and accepted social favors with marked publicity 
from the ring-leader, John McDonald. Furthermore, when it appeared that 
Grant’s own private secretary. General Orville E. Babcock, was badly in- 
volved in the Ring, the President gave him aid and comfort and did much 
to save him from deserved punishment That such a man could have been 
so intimate in the White House circle is a sufficient illustration of Grant’s 
blindness to the qualities of his false friends. It has been said of Babcock 
that be “seems to have had intimate contacts with most of the corrupt 
men of a corrupt decade,” and that he "fished for gold in every stinking 
cesspool." * His winnings from the Ring were estimated to include, besides 
other gifts, $25,000 in cash. Yet when his case came to the point of a civil 
trial. Grant obliged him with a deposition which aided materially in ob- 
taining acquittal, though the serious charges had not been disproved. 
Though Grant himself was clear of any taint of venality, he had so obvi- 
ously befriended the rascals who besmirched his administration, conferring 
upon them the gift of presidential approval, governmental office, and social 
prestige, that public confidence in the Chief Executive was seriously im- 
paired. It was all too easy for corruptionists to win his sympathy with tears 
of outraged innocence and with the plea that insincere investigators were 
seeking to ruin the party and make political capital out of their "reforms.” 

3 

The corruption and scandals that have been briefly sketched did not 
all occur during Grant's first term; but tendencies in this direction were 

1 Heiseltine, Grant, 395. 

* Ibid, 380-381. 
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sufficiently manifest to become an important factor in the presidential elec- 
tion of 1872. As the time for this election approached it became evident 
that, even within the Republican party, a strong anti-Grant movement 
would be developed. Already in 1870 the congressional election had regis- 
tered a swing away from the President. Though falling short of Demo- 
cratic supremacy, the ballots of that year showed a considerable Demo- 
cratic increase and destroyed the two-thirds majority of the Republicans 
in the House. 1 

The state of Missouri now became the focal point for reorganization and 
change. Grant’s manager in that state (Republican "boss” he might be 
called) was the notorious John McDonald who has been mentioned as the 
leader of the Whiskey Ring. Grant not only trusted him as to Missouri 
politics but honored him with an important Federal position as supervisor 
of internal revenue. Many Republicans, such as B. Gratz Brown and Carl 
Schurz, grew suspicious of McDonald, and at the same time the question of 
restoring citizenship rights to ex-Confederates became a burning issue and 
served further to divide the party in Missouri. The Brown and Schurz ele- 
ment, revolting from McDonald’s domination, joined hands with the 
Democrats, and as a result the state Republican organization was split wide 
open, the Democrats gained the legislature in 1870, disqualifications were 
removed from ex-Confederates, and Gratz Brown became governor, Schurz 
having been sent to the United States Senate. 

Soon the movement of Missouri liberals became associated with a larger 
crusade which was virtually nationwide, i.e., a movement to purge the Re- 
publican party of the spoils system, political corruption, and vindictiveness 
toward the South. Dissentients within the party came to be called Liberal 
Republicans, and they included, in addition to Brown and Schurz, such 
leaders as Horace Greeley, Theodore Tilton, David Dudley Field, A. K. 
McClure, John Wentworth, Leonard Swett, Gustave Koerner, Horace 
White, G. W. Julian, and Lyman Trumbull. Greeley, of course, brought to 
the movement the force of his powerful Tribune, and the Times now ad- 
vertised itself as "the only Republican morning paper in New York.” 2 As 
it became evident that Grant would he renominated by the regular Republi- 
cans, the signs indicated that enthusiasm for reform and opposition to 
Grantism would supply ammunition for a vigorous contest; but on the 
question of candidates there was great uncertainty. That there would be a 

1 In the Forty-First Congress elected in 1S68 (taking the figures at the be- 
ginning of the first session and ignoring states not admitted to representation) the 
Senate had 55 Republicans and 10 Democrats, the House of Representatives 149 
Republicans and 63 Democrats. In the Forty-Second Congress elected in 1870 there 
were in the Senate 57 Republicans and 17 Democrats; while the House had 138 
Republicans and 103 Democrats. In the later career of this Congress the figures 
were somewhat different. Tribune Almanac , 1870, 44— 45; ibid., 1872, 51—52. 

1 Elmer Davis, History of the New York Times, 1851-192.1, 117-118. 
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"Liberal Republican" ticket in the field, however, became evident as leaders 
in the various states responded to the call for a convention to be held at 
Cincinnati in May. 

Naturally the liberals became associated with other discontented ele- 
ments, and an alliance both with the Democrats and with a hopeful infant, 
the labor party, was sought. The National Labor Reform Convention at Co- 
lumbus, Ohio, chose David Davis, Illinois millionaire and Supreme Court 
justice, as its candidate for the presidency; and Davis, eagerly accepting a 
nomination which seemed to many a joke, 3 laid his plans to capture the 
Cincinnati nomination. There was not much in Davis’s reputation for 
liberal views beyond his opinion denouncing arbitrary military power in 
the Milligan case, but this in itself was a big factor. The decision had 
heartened liberals in proportion as it had angered vindictives. Davis’s 
friends became overactive for him; his own purse supplied transportation 
for hundreds from central Illinois; and these noisy followers made them- 
selves conspicuous at Cincinnati with their band playing, marching, and 
shouting. 

Meanwhile the hopes of many earnest men centered in Charles Francis 
Adams. He was, however, connected with the Geneva arbitration which 
kept him out of the country most of the time in 1 872 ; he was "an Adams"; 
he wrote a frigid letter which repelled support; and in the important state 
of Missouri, though favored by Schurz, he was hotly opposed by Gratz 
Brown and Blair. Even so Adams did receive a notable plurality on the first 
ballot; but his support failed to grow, and on the fourth ballot Horace 
Greeley was made the nominee. To numerous leaders of the movement 
(Carl Schurz and E. L. Godkin may be mentioned as examples) the pain- 
ful anticlimax of Greeley's nomination was received with the deepest dis- 
tress and chagrin. Efforts were made to persuade him to withdraw, but the 
editor took his candidacy most seriously; and soon the situation became 
the more remarkable when the Democratic convention at Baltimore also 
chose Greeley as their candidate. It was one of the strangest campaigns of 
history. Republicans excoriated a Republican President; Liberals labored 
without enthusiasm for a candidate whose choice was intolerable to them; 
Democrats supported a violent and abusive opponent; ex-Confederates in 
the South did battle for a foe who had denounced them as traitors and 
rebels. 

With an "insignificant” platform 4 but a full campaign chest the Re- 
publicans swung into action for Grant; a "Southern Newspaper Union" 
supplied stereotypes to hundreds of papers; Ku Klux Klan prosecutions * 
were pushed in the South to discourage Democrats that might put too much 

* H. E. Pratt, "David Davis, 1815-1886." Transactions, lit. St. Hist. Soc., 
* 9 Jo, * 75 - 

* Hesselune, Grant, *77. 

* See below, pp. 683-684. 
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pressure on Negroes; and the colored vote was rounded up by Union 
Leagues. As for Greeley one of the chief weapons against him in the North 
was ridicule. Yet, hopeless as was his case, there was something appealing 
in the spectacle of the veteran editor touring the country, denouncing cor- 
ruption, pleading for the subordination of party motives, urging generosity 
toward the South, and declaring his own fitness for coming duties. Never 
a mere timeserver, he had labored for humanitarian causes and had been 
to millions an oracle and a prophet. To many among these very millions, 
however, party regularity was sacred; and election day gave Grant the vic- 
tory by a majority larger than in 1868. The Republicans carried every 
Northern state and several in the South as well. The Greeley fusionists 
carried only Missouri, Tennessee, Texas, Georgia, Maryland, and Kentucky. 
Greeley had 2,834,00 0 of the popular ballots, Grant 3,597,000. In the 
congressional election the Republicans also made considerable gains. 0 The 
result gave an undue impression of Liberal and Democratic weakness; even 
supporters of the President thought that so overwhelming a victory was 
ominous of danger.’ The defeated candidate bravely faced the future and 
tried to resume work on the Tribune; but he was exhausted by the strain 
of the canvass and crushed by the loss of his wife, whose death was nearly 
simultaneous with the election. Before the month of November, 1872, 
was out, Greeley lay dead. 


4 

American economic life at the time of Grant’s second inauguration 
Ci 873) bore the superficial aspects of prosperous capitalism. Though ob- 
taining their winnings largely with loaded dice, the magnates of big busi- 
ness were happy. In pyramiding their huge capitalistic structures with the 
connivance or encouragement of government, the wizards of industry dis- 
played a bold resourcefulness which commands attention; but the un- 
hcalthiness of all this reckless advance of private greed was shown in ex- 
ploitation of the country, riotous speculation, destruction of forests, waste 
of mineral wealth, private appropriation of essential products, and an un- 
holy alliance of business and politics. 

The haphazard nature of America’s boom and the chaos inherent in 
the nation s uncoordinated business life were soon to bring their ugly con- 

8 Thc Forty-Third Congress, after the election of 1872, showed 49 Repub- 
lican, 5 Liberal Republican, and 19 Democratic senators. This was a Republican 
loss; but in thc House thc figures showed 195 Republicans, 4 Liberal Republicans, 
and 88 Democrats. Tribune Almanac, 1874, 44-45- (For 1873 the Tribune Al- 
manac [p. 41], counting Democrats as Liberals, gave the figures as follows: Senate, 
A ministration 48, Liberals 24; House, Administration 193, Liberals 92.) For com- 
parison with preceding Congresses, see above, p. 658, n. 1. 

’ Hcsscltinc, Grant, 289-290, 
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sequences. On September 18, 1873, following a series of previous failures, 
the New York office of Jay Cooke and Company, a highly respected firm of 
financiers whose mighty credits to railroad and industrial concerns had 
been so vital in the postwar boom, closed its doors. Immediately a startled 
country read that the Philadelphia and Washington offices had done like- 
wise. Two days after the Cooke failure the New York Stock Exchange was 
closed. These events were merely symptoms of a general business collapse 
which extended through Grant’s second term C 1873— 1877) and beyond. 

The causes of the panic and the long resultant depression were varied, 
and the malady was almost worldwide. The aftermath of war, with its 
moral decline, its clamor for quick wealth, and its many economic dislo- 
cations, had much to do with the collapse in the United States; and it is 
also true that elsewhere in the world a "costly epidemic of wars” 1 (in an 
age of Bismarck, Lopez, and Napoleon III) created similar unsound condi- 
tions. Other causes were not far to seek. The strained and unnatural situa- 
tion between the Federal government and the people of the South served as 
a discouragement to normal enterprise. The currency, whether badly "in- 
flated" or not for expanding postwar needs, was unmistakably abnormal, 
while banking control had glaring defects. Critics of financial policy, espe- 
cially in the West, considered the national banking system largely respon- 
sible for the panic, alleging that it “was created to give the capitalists and 
money kings . . . power to cause panics at will.” * Industrial debts were 
enormous. Business loans had been expanded far beyond the credit facili- 
ties of the nation. The excessive railroad building which has just been 
noted was undoubtedly one of the major causes of the disturbance. With 
their bewildering mergers and plundering directors the railroads showed 
plainly that the opportunities of private gain in uncontrolled economy were 
not matched by a sense of business obligation. 

The Fisks, Goulds, and Drews were too many, the Hewitts and Coopers 
too few; or, if not too few in number, they were insufficiently in command 
of the business structure. Confidence was woefully shaken. Investigations 
of government and private frauds and of shameful official extravagance 
had their unsettling effect. The public came to realize that it could no 
longer trust its servants. As for high-power businessmen, enough of them 
were brigands so that even the honest were likely to be unjustly suspected 
or innocently ruined. The easy economic optimism which assumed that 
abundance of free land in the West would absorb the unemployed of in- 
dustry was shown to be without justification. Not until 1879, "'ben “the 
return to the gold standard put a floor under prices and increased confi- 
dence; and poor crops abroad combined with bumper crops in the United 

1 Nevins, Emergence of Modem America, >91. 

* George L. Anderson, “Western Attitudes toward National Banks, 187}— 74,“ 
M.V.H.R., XXIII, 209 (Sept., 1936). 
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States gave a powerful stimulus,” did the nation get back on the road to 
prosperity. 3 

The depression, “the longest of which we have record,” 4 had calami- 
tous consequences for every segment of the American economy. Business- 
men were badly hurt. Shaky banks collapsed; sound ones were wrecked by 
"runs”; currency payments were generally suspended; hundreds of fac- 
tories closed; "indescribable” scenes were witnessed in financial marts; rail- 
road building came to a halt; stock quotations fell; the “whole business of 
iron making” was deranged; 0 bankruptcies multiplied. Commercial failures 
for the year 1873 exceeded five thousand, with liabilities of $228,- 
000,000. These losses outnumbered those of 1872 by more than a hun- 
dred million; yet there was worse to follow. Failures in 1876 numbered 
nine thousand, those of 1877 about the same, those of 1878 over ten 
thousand. 0 

Labor also fared badly. Wages fell; hundreds of thousands were thrown 
out of work; bread lines were seen in the cities. “There was an alarming 
increase not merely in penury but in all that it entailed — illness, ignorance, 
discontent, crime.” 7 The depression struck a body blow at labor organiza- 
tion. Hard times made it possible for employers to free themselves "from 
the restrictions that the trade unions had imposed upon them during the 
years preceding the crisis,” and consequently they “added a systematic 
policy of lockouts, of blacklists, and of legal prosecution to the already 
crushing weight of hard times and unemployment.” The total number of 
unionized workers dropped from 300,000 in 1870-1872 to perhaps 50,- 
000 in 1878. All over the country unions "either went to pieces, or re- 
tained a merely nominal existence.” 8 The National Labor Union, which 
had held a commanding position under William Sylvis (1866—1869), 
had virtually disintegrated before the panic struck, and the Industrial Con- 
gress, formed in 1873, was a victim of the depression. Some workers 
sought to better their lot by supporting ineffectual third-party movements; 
others joined secret labor organizations, like the "Molly Maguires,” who 
terrorized the mining communities, or the far more worthy Knights of La- 
bor, who, however, did rot attract many members until the return of pros- 
perity. A series of fierce and bloody railroad strikes in 1877 showed the 
desperation to which the workers, unprotected by unions, were forced. 

Similarly, farmers suffered greatly during the depression. A decline in 
agricultural prices had begun well before the panic of 1873, and they 

8 Rcndigs Pels, "American Business Cycles, 1867—79,” Am. Economic Rev., 
XLI, 349 (June, 1951). 

4 I bid., 348. 

5 Obcrholtzcr, III, 93. 

8 Ncvins, Emergence of Modern America, 298, 303-304. 

7 Ibid., 301. 

* l° hn R - Commons, cd„ History of Labor In the Vnltcd States, H, 195, 177- 
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continued to be low for most of the decade. Iowa com, which had sold for 
70 cents a bushel in 1864, brought only 24 cents in 1872; wheat dropped 
from $1-57 a bushel in 1867 to 77 cents in 1876.* TTiough the decline 
in farm income was not more drastic than that in other segments of the 
economy , 19 very many farmers, who had overextended their operations 
during the years of prosperity by borrowing money to buy land and ma- 
chinery, were faced with fixed interest charges, which they could no 
longer meet. In addition, Westerners had a powerful grievance against the 
railroads, for they were plagued by "rate wars, long-and-short-haul dis- 
criminations, rebating, pooling arrangements, traffic associations, and the 
like." 11 The same depression which broke up labor unions caused farmers 
to organize. Looking for relief from their financial woes, thousands joined 
fanners’ clubs and supported independent third parties. The chief of these 
farm organizations was the Patrons of Husbandry (the Grange), 11 which 
by 1874 had 268,000 members, chiefly in the North Central states and 
the South; by 1875 the number had reached 858,000. Though the Grange 
was prohibited by its constitution from taking a direct part in politics, its 
members often found it possible to adjourn their social and educational 
meetings in order to resume activities on the same spot as a farmers' politi- 
cal party. So effective were these organizations that the legislatures of 
Illinois, Wisconsin, Iowa, and Minnesota passed laws regulating rail- 
road rates, measures which the Supreme Court upheld CMunn vs. Illinois) 
in 1877. 

5 

In addition to diverting attention from the South and its special prob- 
lems, the economic difficulties of the r 870’s served to bring new or neg- 
lected issues before the national government. After 1873 Congress spent 
less time talking of scalawags, carpetbaggers, Negroes, and rebels and more 
discussing tariffs, funding of the debt, and resumption of specie payments. 
These economic conflicts of the depression years have often been pictured 
as a struggle between Western agrarians and Eastern capitalists. There is, 
indeed, a good deal of merit in this view. The high protective tariffs adopted 
during the war received their principal backing in the East but were "de- 
cidedly unpopular in those parts of the West which were not distinctively 
wool growing regions.” * Robert C. Schenck, of Ohio, spoke for the West 
in demanding "fair play” in this matter of protection. "I propose that we 

• Mildred Throne, "The Grange in Iowa, 1868— 187 j,” Iowa Jour, of Hist., 
XLVII, 19 1 (Oct., 1949). 

10 "The estimated proportion of the national income going to agriculture . . . 
was percent in both 1869 and 1879." O. V. Wells, "The Depression of 1873- 
79.” Agr. Hist., XT, 243 (July, 1937). 

11 Shannon, farmer's Last Frontier, 300. 

11 See above, p. J4*. 

1 Edward Stanwood, American Tariff Controversies . . . , II, 1J3. 
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wake up,” he declared, addressing himself to his fellow congressmen from 
the Western states. "1 propose that we try our hand at making tariffs, and 
see whether we cannot turn out possibly as good an article as these gentle- 
men who have manufactured it hitherto up in the manufacturing regions.” 2 
Agitation over the national debt was also conducted largely upon sec- 
tional lines. In December, 1869, that debt stood at 2453 millions. In the 
long-term financing of this debt there arose a sharp difference of opinion 
between those who demanded payment in gold "dollar for dollar” (i.e., 
gold dollar for paper) and those who declared that this manner of payment 
would confer a special privilege upon the moneyed class and that the real 
obligation of the government consisted of “the value at the time in gold and 
silver ... of the paper currency . . . paid to the Government on . . . 
[the] bonds.” 3 Since most of the bonds were owned by Eastern financial 
interests, it is scarcely surprising that many Westerners argued against 
redemption of the bonds in gold at par; they said that tire true policy would 
be to pay back gold only in proportion to the actual wartime value of the 
money which die treasury had received from die bondholders. The face- 
value-in-gold redemptionists won die battle; and their triumph was mani- 
fest in the passage at the outset of Grant’s administration of an "Act to 
strengthen the public Credit” (March 18, 1869), which pledged the 
United States to the payment of its bonds "in coin or its equivalent” except 
where the law had expressly provided otherwise. 4 Though payment in gold 
was not specifically required, die law taken in connection widi prevailing 
treasury policy produced diis result. 

The debt, however, required something beyond a pledge as to redemp- 
tion. The war had left government obligations in an unsatisfactory state, 
and dicy needed refinancing on a long-term basis. For this purpose, by au- 
thority of die refunding act of July 14, 1870, payment was made for 
existing bonds at par and new bonds were issued at lower rates of interest. 
This measure, which an economist has called "the epitome of poor debt- 
management policy and short-sighted financial statesmanship,” marked 
a clear-cut victory of East over West, for it guaranteed the capitalists’ inter- 
est by placing a huge portion of the debt "out of reach so that for a genera- 
tion it could not be called or redeemed, no matter how great the surplus 
of revenues or how firm the determinadon to reduce the debt.” 5 

So keen was die antagonism between Eastern and Western interests 
over diese economic issues diat it reminded some observers of the sectional 
strife just before die Civil War. With something approaching satisfaction 
the Soudiern editor of the Petersburg (Va.) Express observed Easterners 

5 Cong. Globe, 39 Cong., 2 scss., 1606. 

3 Ibid., 41 Cong., i scss., 67. 

4 U. S, Stat. at Large, XVI, 1. 

0 Robert T. Patterson, Federal Debt-Management Folicics, 1865-1879, 88, 
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and Westerners reviling each other. "Between these hvo great sections,” he 
concluded, "there can be no congeniality. On the antagonism to slavery 
they were able to make a show of harmony. This link is now broken. New 
issues . . . begin to assert themselves. Finance, taxation, the tariff — all 
suggest issues to the Western States. . . . There is 'an irrepressible con- 
flict’ between the two sections — the bondholder in the East and the tax- 
payer in the West.” 6 

6 

It would, however, be a mistake to view the economic history of the 
reconstruction era as simply, or even primarily, a struggle between West 
and East. In actuality the story is far more confused and complex. Though 
anti-tariff and anti-monopoly sentiment was probably greatest in the West, 
one must remember that the headquarters of the American Free-Trade 
League and the National Anti-Monopoly Cheap Freight Railway League 
were in New York City. Even a phenomenon like the Grange, apparently 
so decidedly a Western manifestation, had Eastern antecedents . 1 More- 
over, it must be noted that historians no longer regard the Grange as simply 
an expression of farmers’ protests. The leaders of the Patrons of Husbandry 
were usually not working farmers but “large-scale landholders employing 
laborers or renting to tenants, or agricultural editors, produce merchants, 
real estate dealers, scale manufacturers, seedsmen, insurance agents, etc.” 
Though farmers undoubtedly supplied the numerical strength of the 
Grange, the primary impetus for railroad regulation seems to have come 
from the merchants of the West, who had to pay the freight bills and were 
consequently “more directly affected by transportation charges and their 
fluctuations than agrarian interests." * In Iowa, for example, the leaders in 
securing the so-called Granger laws were "merchants and shippers . . . 
rebelling against the depressing effect which local rate discrimination had 
upon their trade at unfavored commercial centers." * 

It is easy, too, to forget that the Eastern business community was any- 
thing but monobthic in its outlook upon economic issues. On the tariff 
question, for instance. Northeastern capitalists were badly split. As Stanley 
Coben points out, "The copper, iron, linseed, and woolen textile indus- 
tries . . . were bitterly divided on crucial tariff schedules. The most sig- 
nificant spbt . . . was between certain high protectionist Pennsylvania 
interests on one side and influential low-tariff groups in New England and 

* William A. Russ, Jr., "Was There Danger of a Second Civil War during 
Reconstruction 1 " 111 . V. H. H., XXV, 57 Clone, 1938). 

* Frederick Merk, "Eastern Antecedents of the Grangers,” Agr. Hist., XXIII, 
1-8 (Jan., 1949). 

* Lee Benson, Merchants, Farmers, and Railroads, 257, 24. 

* George II. Miller, "Origins of the Iowa Granger Law,” Af.V.JI.R., XL, 680 
(Max., 1954 ). 
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New York on the other.” 4 The failure of Congress to enact significant tar- 
iff legislation during the entire Reconstruction period reflects the conflict 
between supporters and opponents of protection; since neither interest 
was able to triumph, tariff rates remained basically unchanged. 5 

Nowhere were the diversities within the Eastern business community 
more significantly revealed than in the disputes over the currency and fi- 
nance which occupied so much of the time of Congress during the recon- 
struction years. Central to this issue was the problem of the greenback. 
The treasury’s brief retirement program after the war reduced the amount 
to 356 millions, but in 1868 Congress took alarm at decreasing prices and 
suspended the process of further reduction. Still later, under Secretary 
Richardson, a policy of reissuing greenbacks was adopted which raised 
the amount to 382 millions. That depreciated paper, inconvertible into 
specie, should be the legal tender and should circulate in such large 
amounts as to constitute the money of the country was a matter of irritation 
to the sound-money men, who included most of the importers and ex- 
porters in the country, the Eastern bankers, and the manufacturing inter- 
ests of New England. The fluctuating gold-paper ratio, they declared, made 
export trade "almost as uncertain as a ticket in a lottery,” and the National 
Board of Trade protested that the greenback currency subjected business- 
men to countless "inconveniences, losses, and evils.” On the other hand, 
Western merchants, Eastern speculative investors, and the more dynamic 
segments of the manufacturing community were hostile to the contraction 
of the currency. The leaders of the iron and steel industries, finding that 
the gold premium served as a supplement to the protection afforded by the 
tariff, "through most of the greenback period . . . remained antagonistic 
to sound money.” “Why,” asked Jay Cooke, speaking for these soft-money 
interests, "should this Grand and Glorious Country be stunted and 
dwarfed — its activities chilled and its very life blood curdled by these 
miserable ‘hard coin’ theories — the musty theories of a by gone age.” 6 

In the midst of all this controversy the greenback question had come 
up to the Supreme Court, and the economic importance of that high tri- 

4 Coben, "Northeastern Business and Radical Reconstruction: A Re-examina- 
tion, ibid., XLIV, 68 (June, 1959). And see above, p. 543. 

5 With minor modifications the high wartime protective rates were continued 
throughout the reconstruction era. In 1867 a moderate reform bill, drawn up by 
the economist David A. Wells, was defeated, and the only tariff legislation of the 
Johnson administration was a Wool and Woolens Act (1867), which gave increased 
protection to that industry. In 1870 Congress lowered duties on pig-iron, tea, coffee, 
and a few other commodities, and in 1872, as a pre-election gesture, made a gen- 
eral 10 per cent reduction of duties. But in 1875 Congress "repealed the ten per 
cent, reduction, and put duties back to where they had been before 1872." F. W. 
Taussig, The Tariff History of the United States (8th ed.), 1 74-1 90. 

6 Irwin Unger, "Business Men and Specie Resumption,'’ Volitical Science 
Quart., LXXTV, 47—48, 57, 61 (Mar., 1959). 
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bunal was impressively revealed. The case of Hepburn vs. Grisieold, 
brought up from Kentucky, involved the question whether a debt con- 
tracted before 1862 could be legally discharged by the tendering of paper 
money notes. On February 7, 1870, Chief Justice Chase delivered the 
opinion that the legal tender law was unconstitutional/ He reasoned that 
making paper money legal tender was not within the express powers of 
Congress, that it was not "necessary” to carry into effect the war power, and 
that, being an impairment of contract, it was "inconsistent with the spirit 
of the Constitution.” * When the country had time to reflect upon this four- 
to. three decision * it was realized that it went further than originally sup- 
posed because, though the facts of the case pertained only to contracts 
made before the passage of the act, the Court's reasoning was so broad as 
to apply the rule of unconstitutionality to contracts made after its passage. 
Plainly the whole question was in an unsatisfactory state and some further 
pronouncement was to be expected of the Court, if only to clarify the effect 
of the Hepburn decision. 

Aside from this need of clarification there was also the naturally strong 
pressure in the country to have the Hepburn decision reversed so that the 
United States notes, which had been since 1862 the money of the country, 
should be upheld as valid for paying debts. Many thought that the road to 
sound money lay not in an invalidation of the notes as legal tender, but 
in the resumption policy which would make them equivalent to gold. On 
the day of the decision in the Hepburn case (February 7, 1870) Grant 
nominated two new members for the Court, William Strong of Pennsyl- 
vania and J. P. Bradley of New Jersey. 10 Next month they were confirmed, 
and in 1871 the Court reversed the Hepburn decision 11 and upheld the 
validity of the paper money act "in the broadest possible manner, . . . 
in respect to all contracts . . . made after or before the passage of the 
Acts.” “ 

7 8 Wall. 603. 

• lie said "spirit” because the clause prohibiting the impairment of contracts is 
a limitation upon the states. 

* The Court then had seven members. Chase, Nelson, Clifford, and Field held 
to the majority opinion; Miller, Swayne, and Davis dissented. 

19 There were two vacancies on the Court. Wayne had died in July, 1867, at a 
time when the law required the number of the Court to be decreased to seven; but 
(as stated in a previous chapter) the number was again raised to nine when Grant 
came in. Grier, in great feebleness, availed himself of a recent act permitting retire- 
ment on half pay. His resignation was effective February r, 1870. Grant had 
appointed JF. M, Stanton and £ Roclwoor) Hoar to the Court; but Stanton died 
soon after appointment and Hoar’s nomination was not confirmed in the Senate. 

11 Legal Tender Cases, ir Wall, 681; 12 Wall. 457. The decision was an- 
nounced in May, 1871. The division was five to four: the affirmative justices were 
Strong and Bradley in addition to those who dissented in Hepburn vs. Griswold; 
the dissenters were the four who had concurrad in the Hepburn decision. 

11 Warren, Sup. Court In V. S. Hist, (new and revised ed.), II, 525. 
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The reversal had been made possible by the appointment of the new 
members, and it was charged that die Court had been "packed,” a thing 
genuinely shocking to the American judicial sense. After an exhaustive 
analysis of the evidence, Charles Fairman concludes that die charge is 
“supported by nodiing more than the loose invective of political opponents 
and a semblance of plausibility arising from die unusual concatenation of 
events." 13 Grant did admit to Hamilton Fish his desire that the legal tender 
act should be sustained, 14 and it is also true that even prior to the Hepburn 
decision the attitude of possible Court appointees was studied in relafion 
to the important paper money question; but, as to the constitutional posi- 
tion of Strong and Bradley, says Warren, it was that of "every prominent 
Republican lawyer” and of nearly all the state courts. Packing the Court 
to suit die Radicals would have been a thing very different from choosing 
Strong, who was a conservative; and the carpetbag senators were "fero- 
cious” at the choice of Bradley. To “pack” the Court suggests increasing the 
statutory number of its membership, but diis was not done in 1870. The 
President was, after all, filling two vacancies in a manner which bore no 
unwordiy political taint, unless one should say that the selection of Repub- 
licans was unjustifiably partisan. 


7 

The raising of the paper dollar to parity with gold was now the motive 
of those in control; but it was realized that too great suddenness in accom- 
plishing this object would be unfortunate. "Immediate resumption,” said 
Grant in December, 1869, “if practicable, would not be desirable. It 
would compel the debtor class to pay, beyond their contracts, the premium 
on gold . . . and would bring . . . ruin to thousands.” 1 If each paper 
dollar should become exchangeable for gold at par, those who owed debts 
would pay far more on settlement than the value which they had received. 
Prices would decline; each dollar would be worth more; buying would be 
slowed down; business would be depressed. As the minds of the country 
ranged themselves in opposite schools of thought, that school which favored 
the creditor and large bondholder came to be known as the school of “sound 
money, to which was attached all the prestige and dignity’ of social respect- 

18 Fairman, Mr. Justice Bradley's Appointment to the Supreme Court and 
the Legal Tender Cases,” Harvard Lmi> Rev., LIV, 1142 (May, 1941). 

l< Nevins, Hamilton Fish, 306—307. This evidence has caused Sidney Ratner 
to conclude that Grant chose Strong and Bradley “not only on account of their 
character, professional eminence, and fitness for office, but also because he believed 
they would sustain the constitutionality of the Legal Tender Acts." Ratner, "Was 
the Supreme Court Packed by President Grant?” Political Science Quart., L, 351 
VA935)- 

1 Richardson, Afcssagcs and Papers, VII, 29. 
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principles and an arresting of destructive and inflationary tendencies. This 
interpretation might be more convincing if it were not for a number of 
factors. For one thing, according to his own statement, Grant first prepared 
a message to justify approval of the bill. Furthermore, in his veto message 
he expressed doubt whether the bill "would give an additional dollar to the 
irredeemable paper currency of the country or not. . . .” 5 His objection 
was not so much to the actual inflation which the bill provided as to the 
probable clamor for more inflation which he said it would encourage. One 
need not conclude that Grant’s veto was dictated by political motives, such 
as his desire for a third term or his wish to scotch the presidential ambitions 
of Morton or Logan by pleasing eastern bankers; but men of the time did 
not hesitate to raise such accusations. 8 

After the failure of the banknote circulation (“inflation”) bill the 
main question of the resumption of specie payments was still pending and 
financial contests still raged. A bill fixing the greenback circulation at 382 
millions was passed and became law by Grant’s signature on June 20, 
1 874. In his annual message of December 7, 1874, Grant declared his be- 
lief that there could be no permanent revival of business without definite 
measures for a return to the specie basis. Though President and Congress 
had so recently differed in financial policy, and though the election of 
1874 had resulted in a Democratic victory, the resumption movement suc- 
ceeded, and Senator John Sherman’s bill for this purpose became law on 
January 14, 1875. Among other things the law materially changed the 
number of national banks and the extent of banknote circulation. Abolish- 
ing existing limitations as to the total amount of national banknotes per- 
mitted for the whole country, it provided for the organization of new bank- 
ing associations. Thus were met the objections of the South and West on 
the important matter of banknote currency. 

As to resumption the act provided that on and after January x, 1879, 
the treasury would redeem “in coin” all legal tender notes offered in 
amounts not less than $50. In preparation for such redemption the secre- 
tary of the treasury was authorized to issue United States bonds “to the 
extent necessary to carry . . . [the] act into full effect, . . . .” Though 
the law said “coin,” the secretary favored redemption in gold. Thus by law, 
and by treasury policy supplemental to law, after seventeen years of irre- 
deemable paper currency, greenbacks and gold were at a parity. Prior to 
the actual legal consummation of resumption the gold premium vanished 
and die Gold Exchange disappeared. The most abnormal features of war- 
time currency had been corrected. 

5 Richardson, Messages and Papers, VII, 269; Hesseltine, Grant, 335. 

« Ibid., an; Harper’s Weekly, July 4, 1874, p. 553: Kansas City (Mo.) 
Times, Apr. 24, 1874. 
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In foreign affairs the dealings of the Grant administration showed a 
mixture of expansionist intrigue, rash imperialism, and (where the hand 
at Fish was especially evident) real diplomacy. Along with other instances 
of questionable fishing in Caribbean waters the President made a persistent 
effort to annex Santo Domingo to the United States. Sympathetic attention 
was given to those speculative investments which were dignified by the 
term "American interests" in the region. The appropriate stage setting was 
supplied by warships dispatched to Dominican waters. The island leader 
Baez, who had not neglected his own private interests, was feted and pet- 
ted, while his doubtful position at home was strengthened by American 
naval force. Instead of intrusting the matter to his state department. Grant 
sent his notorious secretary, Orville E. Babcock, to investigate and report. 
In this irregular way and without prior cabinet approval, treaties were 
drawn up providing for the annexation of the republic to the United States 
and the leasing to the Federal government of the bay of Samana, 

When the matter was presented to the upper house, such leaders as 
Schurz and Sumner severely denounced Grant imperialism, while on the 
administration side the lack of popular enthusiasm was obvious. On 
June 30, 1870, ratification failed in the Senate. Grant persisted, however, 
and by strenuous efforts his legislative managers brought about the passage, 
against Sumner’s fierce opposition, of a law creating a commission to in- 
vestigate the question, albeit with an amendment declaring that Congress 
was not committed to the desirability of annexation. As was expected the 
commission advised annexation, and at this point the President was minded 
to push the scheme either by a treaty, which required a two-thirds vote of 
the Senate, or by a joint resolution of both houses, which required only a 
majority. Sumner again assailed the President’s policy, however; the neces- 
sary legislative support could not be found; and, though the President con- 
tinued to expound the magnificent benefits of annexation, the scheme was 
virtually a dead issue from and after the spring of 1871. 

While the Dominican question occasioned fervid contests, the most im- 
portant international problem under Grant was the liquidation of Civil 
War claims between the United States and England. Foremost in this 
category was the American demand for indemnity on account of the depre- 
dations of Confederate warships constructed, fitted out, and otherwise as- 
sisted by Epglish interests. As the long dispute dragged on in the postwar 
years it became obvious that normal peaceful relations with England de- 
pended on the settlement of these “ Alabama claims” as they were generally 
called. Yet a whole complex of factors threatened failure to the peace- 
makers. Excessive nationalism in the United States was met by Tory pride 
across the Atlantic. The rivalry of Tory and Liberal in England, Fenian 
troubles, American clamor for the annexation of Canada, the estrangement 
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between Senator Sumner and the Grant administration (Sumner being 
chairman of the Senate committee on foreign relations), and the domestic 
need on each side for a face-saving "victory,” were among the many vexa- 
tious elements in the controversy. 

In its earlier phases the diplomatic negotiations were conducted by 
Secretary Seward. Ambitious to settle the dispute during the Johnson ad- 
ministration, Seward promoted negotiations which resulted at first in an 
abortive treaty signed by Lord Stanley, foreign secretary for England, and 
Reverdy Johnson, United States minister at London. By this treaty the dis- 
putes were to be referred to four commissioners, two each appointed by 
England and the United States, the four to choose an arbitrator whose deci- 
sion would be final. The question of the Alabama was to be submitted 
merely on the basis of previous correspondence; no new evidence was to be 
presented; and no award was to be made unless by unanimous approval of 
the commissioners, or, failing this, by reference to some "sovereign head 
of a friendly state” as arbitrator. When this treaty was discussed in John- 
son’s cabinet Seward remarked that it “made him sick”; 1 but President 
Johnson saw a hopeful sign in Britain’s willingness to arbitrate. Seward 
gave the instruction that the treaty be modified, whereupon the Johnson- 
Clarendon convention was concluded between Reverdy Johnson and Lord 
Clarendon, foreign secretary under Gladstone, who had just succeeded Dis- 
raeli as prime minister. In the revised treaty the introduction of new evi- 
dence concerning the Alabama question was not prohibited, and the appeal 
to a sovereign or head of state was to occur only on approval of the govern- 
ments at London and Washington. Matters were at this stage, real progress 
having been made in the direction of peaceable adjustment, when Andrew 
Johnson gave way to Grant and Seward to Fish. 

The Senate by a nearly unanimous vote (54 to 1), after listening to a 
bellicose speech by Sumner, rejected the Johnson-Clarendon convention; 
and Secretary Fish gave out the statement that he was in sympathy with 
Sumner’s sentiments. Several changes in personnel now took place: Rev- 
erdy Johnson was followed by J. L. Motley, who soon became unaccept- 
able to the Grant administration (chiefly because of his siding with Sum- 
ner) and was superseded by General Robert C. Schenck of Ohio. Fish’s 
efforts to get along with Sumner failed; and at a time when matters were 
shaping toward a solution Sumner made a wild proposal which nearly 
wrecked the negotiation. In a memorandum to Fish (January 17, 1871) 
the Massachusetts senator argued that "all questions and sources of irrita- 
tion between England and the United States should be removed absolutely 
and forever,” and suggested "the withdrawal of the British flag ... as a 
condition ... of such a settlement. . . .” “To make the settlement com- 
plete fhe added] the withdrawal should be from this hemisphere, including 


1 Browning, Diary, II, 228. 
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provinces and islands.” * In making this demand, which he actually in- 
tended not "as a conditio sine qua non" but as “a desirable thing,” 8 Sum- 
ner’s motives were complex. In part he was merely following a goal which 
he had consistently cherished for nearly a quarter of a century,* In his 
own mind, moreover, he was attempting to preserve amicable Anglo- 
American relations; he recognized that large segments of the Northern 
population “thought that the United States should absorb all the area north 
of the Rio Grande and . . . dreaded the construction of a strong British 
nation in North America as a perpetual threat to their Republic,” 5 and he 
thought that, by placing himself in the vanguard of annexationists, he 
could keep “the control of that question” rather than allowing demagogues 
to agitate the issue.' In some measure he was, no doubt unconsciously, 
motivated by a desire to embarrass Fish and Grant. Whatever Sumner’s 
purposes, the Secretary of State found him impossible to work with. "I am 
convinced that he is crazy," Fish wrote; “vanity, conceit, ambition have 
disturbed the equilibrium of his mind ... no wild bull ever dashed more 
violently at a red rag than he goes at any thing that he thinks the President 
is interested in.” * So acute were the differences between the senator and 
Grant’s government that progress toward a treaty with Great Britain be- 
came possible only when Sumner lost his place as chairman of the foreign 
relations committee of the Senate. 

Under Fish’s administration of international affairs the negotiation 
was transferred to Washington where specially appointed commissioners 
assembled. After six weeks of labor these men concluded the Treaty of 
Washington which provided the basis for successful arbitration. The main 
terms of the United States were embodied in the treaty: an expression of 
regret by England; a recognition of international duty in the matter of 
neutral obligations; and a promise of financial remuneration. The friendli- 
ness of Great Britain found expression in the preamble, which stated that 
Her Britannic Majesty was desirous of “an amicable settlement,” and in 
the first article, which specifically mentioned the regret of Her Majesty’s 
government for the escape of the Alabama and other vessels, and for their 
depredations. 

Claims touching these vessels were referred by the terms of the treaty 
to a Tribunal of Arbitration consisting of five members, one each to be 
chosen by the President of the United States, Her Britannic Majesty, the 
King of Italy, the President of the Swiss Confederation, and the Emperor 

* John Bassett Moore, Hist, and Digest of . . . International Arbitrations 
.... I, 525-516; Nevins, Hamilton Fish, 440-441. 

* Carl Schurz, Charles Sumner: An Essay, in. 

* Donald, Charles Sumner and the Coming of the Civil War, 367. 

* Donald F. Warner, The Idea of Continental Union, 98. 

* John Rose to Lord Granville, Jan. 16, l8?r, F. O. 5. Public Records Office. 

1 Fish to E. B. Washbume, Feb. 20, 187*, copf, Fish MSS., Lib. of Cong. 
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of Brazil. The Tribunal was to meet at Geneva, and its decisions were to 
be by a majority of the arbitrators. Of major importance was Article VI, 
which laid down three rules of neutral conduct which, in addition to the 
general principles of international law not inconsistent therewith, were to 
govern the decisions. The readiness of Great Britain to make a fair settle- 
ment was notably indicated in the wording of these rules, in which it was 
declared that a neutral government is bound "to prevent the fitting out, 
arming, or equipping, within its jurisdiction, of any vessel which it has 
reasonable ground to believe is intended to . . . carry on war against a 
Power with which it is at peace . . to prevent the departure of such 
a vessel; and to refuse to permit a belligerent to use its ports or waters as 
naval bases or for the recruitment of men or the augmenting of military 
force. 

These were distinctly put into the treaty as rules ad hoc, not as previ- 
ously established principles. The parties agreed to consider the Tribunal’s 
award as a "final settlement” of the controversy. In case a failure of neutral 
duty should be found, the award was to take the form of a sum in gross to 
be paid by Great Britain to the United States. In addition to the Alabama 
claims the Treaty of Washington also provided for the settlement of a series 
of other disputes, including the North Atlantic fisheries, the San Juan 
boundary, miscellaneous claims on both sides growing out of Civil War 
operations, and other matters. By the time the treaty reached the United 
States Senate Simon Cameron of Pennsylvania had succeeded Sumner as 
chairman of the committee on foreign relations. It was ratified on May 24, 
1871. 

The trial before the Geneva Tribunal began on December 15, 1871, 
and the case was not concluded until September 14, 1872. 8 9 The records, 
brief, arguments, and counterarguments were exceedingly voluminous. A 
perusal of the elaborate official volumes 0 which contain these records gives 
the impression, on the American side, of a truculent and tautological pres- 
entation which weakened the case with too much language, put undue 
emphasis on Great Britain’s alleged unfriendliness, 10 and laid excessive 

8 The American member of the Tribunal was Charles Francis Adams, the 
British member Sir Alexander James Edmund Cocltbum. The American “agent,” 
appointed to represent the country "generally in all matters connected with the 
arbitration, was J. C. Bancroft Davis; counsel for the United States included 
William M. Evarts, Caleb Cushing, and Morrison R. Waite. 

9 House Ex. Doc. No. r, part 1, 42 Cong., 3 sess. Under this document nota- 
tion arc found four volumes on the Geneva arbitration with the title “Papers re- 
lating to the Treaty of Washington.” They are among the “Foreign Relations” 
documents for 1872. 

10 On this matter of Great Britain’s unfriendliness during the war one should 
remember that regret was expressed in the Treaty of Washington in a manner 
intended to promote friendliness; that the very fact of arbitration, with a promise 
to pay damages, was sufficient to overcome any suspicion of continuing hostile 
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stress on legalistic abstractions concerning the nature of the Civil War. A 
prominent feature of the American case was a fantastic catalogue of ''in- 
direct” claims which pertained not to the depredations of the vessels in 
question before the Tribunal, but to general losses resulting from the 
"prolongation” of the war. The whole subject of secession was reviewed. 
The recognition of Confederate belligerency was bitterly attacked. The 
Queen’s proclamation of May 13, 1861, was assailed, though the case be- 
fore the Tribunal pertained to the correctness of Britain’s ‘‘neutral’’ con- 
duct, and this proclamation was, after all, but a declaration of neutrality. 
England’s refusal to accept the American offer to adhere to the Declaration 
of Paris was denounced. The British government, it was said, erred in not 
treating the Southerners as insurgents and their ships as pirate craft. 11 The 
foreign enlistment (neutrality) act, it was argued, was either sufficient 
and should have been enforced, or insufficient and should have been 
amended. 1 ’ British customs authorities, it was charged, winked at fraud 
and showed partiality to the Confederates. 

In regard to a whole series of vessels it was urged that Great Britain 
had failed in its neutral obligations. Its government, said the American 
attorneys, did not use due diligence to prevent the construction of vessels 
for the Southern insurrectionists. It did not prevent the fitting out, arming, 
and equipping of warships within British jurisdiction. It did permit its 
ports and waters to be used as naval bases and as stations for the augmenta- 
tion of supplies and the recruitment of men. It did not observe its own 
neutrality act. Its actions were deficient under international law; they did 
not conform to the rules of the Treaty of Washington. The government 
did not stop the construction or the departure of the Alabama. It did not 
arrest the Terceira expedition; it did not subsequently use "due diligence" 

spirit; that the "rules” put into the treaty offered an adequate standard of neutral 
conduct without going into vague questions as to motives; and that in general it was 
the Confederacy, not the United States, which had cause to be deeply disappointed 
in the conduct of the British government. Furthermore, the whole purpose of the 
arbitration was to assess specific damages on the basis of concrete evidence, not to 
reopen wartime wrangles. At times the American arguments seemed to imply that 
the very existence of the war was due to the malignant influence of England. 

11 Britain was thus criticized lor not adopting a procedure which the American 
government itself avoided in its own courts. See above, pp. 293-195, 448-449. 

11 On this point it may be noted that the "rules” given in the Treaty of Wash- 
ington, whose formulation was a concession to the American point of view, specifi- 
cally indicated the standard hy which England's official conduct was to be judged 
by the Tribunal. In other words the arbitral court was definitely charged with ap- 
plying specified rules; it was not sufficient foe the judges to measure wartime con- 
duct either by domestic neutrality laws or by the generally accepted principles of 
international law. In making these rules, England bad herself conceded the main 
point as to this particular phase of the case. The function of the court was chiefly 
to make findings of fact as to the occurrences touching the warships and the extent 
of damage arising from these occurrences. 
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to prevent the departure of Semmes’s warship from other British ports, 
such as Kingston, Cape Good Hope, and Singapore. In sum, its ministers, 
while demonstrating in the case of the Laird rams that the legal power 
existed, did not protect and enforce the government’s neutrality. 

Not only was it demanded that Britain pay damages owing directly to 
the depredations of the Alabama and other vessels; but to these were added 
the aforementioned “indirect” claims for reparations to cover expenses in 
pursuing the cruisers, losses in the transfer of ships to foreign registry, 
heavy insurance rates, and, most questionable of all, enormous expenditure 
and loss owing to the prolongation of the war. It was urged that the aggres- 
sive force of the Confederacy was crushed by July of 1863 and that the 
Southern cause was from that time sustained by a hope that the United 
States would become involved in a war with England. After Gettysburg 
and Vicksburg, it was argued, Confederate offensive operations were con- 
ducted only at sea; England was to blame for approximately tire last half 
of the war. 

Such was the indignation in England at these “preposterous” claims 
(which, though considered in the process of negotiation, had been pur- 
posely omitted from die Treaty of Washington) that the whole arbitration 
seemed on the point of breaking up. Here the diplomacy of Hamilton Fish 
and the common sense of Charles Francis Adams stood in good stead. Fish 
made it clear that indirect claims would not be insisted upon; Adams 
showed willingness to dismiss excessive American demands; and, after an 
ominous pause in the trial, the court agreed to rule out the indirect dam- 
ages. The American agent, on behalf of the Grant administration, con- 
sented to this, and widi "great relief” word came diat the suspended arbi- 
tration was resumed. 

The British case was presented with little rhetoric and with close at- 
tention to specific questions in dispute. The Tribunal, said Her Majesty’s 
counsel, was simply to discover whether Great Britain had been guilty of a 
default of neutral duty, and if so to determine the extent of the loss and 
make an award. The Queen’s proclamation was no grievance. It was simply 
a declaration of neutrality made necessary by Confederate privateering and 
Lincoln’s proclamations of blockade, neither of which facts could be ig- 
nored by the British government. Britain’s foreign enlistment act was 
modeled on the corresponding neutrality laws of the United States. The 
British government recognized Lincoln’s blockade, and the Queen’s sub- 
jects were warned that if they traded with the South, they did so at their 
own risk. Their government would not protect them against seizure and 
forfeiture. The good intentions of the government were shown in the de- 
tention of the Alexandra and the arrest of the Laird rams. As to the Ala- 
bama, it put to sea before it could be seized and received its armament on 
die high seas more than a thousand miles from England. If the ship com- 
mitted depredations, that was due to the failure of the United States ade- 
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quately to pursue the vessel. On the whole, it was urged, there was no fail- 
ure on Britain’s part; while on the part of the United States there had been 
serious violations in filibustering attacks upon Cuba, in Fenian raids into 
Canada, and in the operations of Walker in Mexico and Central America. 

In its decision and award the Tribunal determined that Great Britain 
had failed to use "due diligence” to enforce its neutrality in the cases of 
the Alabama, Florida, and Shenandoah, but had not so failed in regard to 
the Georgia, Sumter, Nashville, Tallahassee, and minor vessels. By a four- 
to-one vote CCockbum dissenting) the Tribunal awarded the sum of 
$15,500,000 in gold as indemnity to be paid by Great Britain to the 
United States. 1 ' Numerous Civil War disputes separate from the Alabama 
claims (489 cases) were also adjudicated by the Geneva Tribunal, which 
gave this part of its derision in favor of Britain, decreeing that, for sundry 
damages to British subjects, the sum of $7,929,819 in gold was to be paid 
by the United States to Her Majesty's government. 1 ' Both these payments 
were promptly made; and at about the same time the San Juan boundary 
and the northeastern fisheries were satisfactorily arbitrated. With this liqui- 
dation of disputes remaining from the Civil War an impressive chapter in 
the judicial settlement of international controversies was concluded and a 
significant step taken in the maintenance of friendly relations between 
English-speaking peoples. 

11 Mock, International Arbitrations, I, 653-659. 

« Ibid., I, 698. 
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publicans or men who used to vote the Republican ticket who have lost 
their fear of the return of the Rebellion to power.” 5 

Powerful Northern economic interests also turned against the carpet- 
bag regimes. New York businessmen, never enthusiastic about the Radical 
program, came to view the continuation of the corrupt Republican ad- 
ministration, together with its Southern supporters, as more dangerous than 
a return of the Democrats to power. Despite a gesture toward civil service 
reform, the Grant regime carried the spoils system to a new extreme, and 
businessmen, especially those engaged in foreign commerce, suffered from 
its exactions and inefficiency. "With the aid of spies or inside informers,” 
Matthew Josephson writes, "the experienced customhouse inspectors played 
for many years at a diverting game of trapping large mercantile houses 
with undervaluations or short weights, and by such measures wresting 
large fees from would-be defrauders of the Treasury. Under the terms 
of the law .... the entire value of an importation which had been falsely 
declared — not merely the amount of tax involved — was subject to forfei- 
ture, the moiety, or half, going to the head of the New York Custom House 
as his fee and to cover legal expenses of collection.” For example, agents 
of the New York collector, Chester A. Arthur, trapped the great metal 
importing firm of Phelps, Dodge & Co. in a small error involving several 
thousands of dollars, "whereupon the whole shipment of $1,750,000 of 
goods was declared subject to forfeiture.” To escape costly litigation, Wil- 
liam E. Dodge reluctantly settled the case out of court, paying some 
$271,017, the moiety of which was divided among the leading officers of 
the port. Of this sum $50,000 went to the "eminent legal counsel'' em- 
ployed by the collector, namely, to Radical senator Roscoe Conkling and to 
Radical congressman Benjamin F. Butler. 4 

Other Northern businessmen saw the uncertainties and disorder pre- 
vailing under Republican regimes in the South as the chief obstacles to 
the peaceful economic penetration of that section. “Had it not been for 
carpetbag mismanagement,” declared the New York Tribune in 1872, “this 
country ]i.e., the South] today would be filled with millions of Northern or 
foreign yeomanry carving out farms, or working in . . . iron, copper, 
coal, and marble.” Increasingly, as William B. Hesseltine suggests. North- 
ern "masters of capital were convinced that only the removal of this 
‘swarm of locusts’ would make possible the economic exploitation of the 
section." * 

AH these pressures reflected the fact that the Civil War had now been 
over for nearly a decade and Northerners were coming to recover from 
their wartime hysteria. The worst sufferings of the conflict were growing 

* Itoogenboom, 229—230. 

4 Josephson, The Politicos, 1865-1896, 96. 

» Hesseltine, “Economic Factors in the Abandonment of Reconstruction," 
M. V. fl. It., XXII, 204 (Sept., 1935). 



68o 


THE RESTORED UNION 


blurred in Northern memories. Wartime bitterness was vanishing. By 
1874 even the Atlantic Monthly, in abolitionist Boston, could afford to 
publish writings of Southern apologists, such as George Cary Eggleston’s 
charmingly sentimental A Rebel’s Recollections. Some of the early and 
vehement Radicals came to lose much of their hatred for the South. Schurz 
became a reconciler; George W. Julian, who had once wanted to hang 
Jefferson Davis, now withdrew from the Republican party in disgust; Sum- 
ner, joining die Liberal Republicans, opposed all efforts “to aggravate the 
passions of a political conflict, and arrest the longing for concord.” Though 
defeated in 1872, Greeley voiced the overwhelming desire of the Northern 
heart when he called for an end to "talk about rebels and traitors.” "Fellow 
citizens,” he asked, “are we never to be done with this? . . . You cannot 
afford to teach a part of your country to hate you, to feel that your success, 
your greatness is identical with their humiliation. ... I ask you to take 
the hand held out to you by your [white] Southern brethren . . . and 
say . . . The war is ended, let us again be fellow countrymen, and forget 
that we have been enemies.’ ” 0 

Even die leaders of the Republican machine, who continued to sup- 
port the carpetbag regimes because they had secured Grant’s election in 
1868 and would be necessary for a Republican victory in 1876, often did 
so with some aversion. Congressman Eugene Hale, a Republican from 
Maine, told his party’s state convention in 1873 diat he was "tired and 
sick of some of the carpet-bag governments.” Postmaster General Marshall 
Jewell privately declared that the carpetbaggers did not have “among them 
one really first class man.” T Grant himself, growing weary at die repeated 
demands these Southern regimes made for Federal protection, voiced a 
general sentiment in declaring that “the whole public are tired out with 
these . . . outbreaks in the South.” 8 


2 

At the same time that the Radical regimes were losing Northern sup- 
port they were also being undermined in the South. At the outset the Re- 
publican governments in the ex-Confederate states had been characterized 
by some idealism, and they had during their first years in office brought 
about many needed social reforms. By Grant’s second term, however. Radi- 
cal rule, in the states which still remained under Republican control, had 
degenerated into a kind of racket. In part the change was due to the de- 
fection of the conservative native whites, who, as we have seen, 1 originally 
cooperated with these regimes but later left the Republican party. In part 


* Buck, Bond to Reunion, 95-97. 

T Hcsseltinc, “Economic Factors,” 207, 209, 

* Ann. Cyc., 1875, 516. 

' Sec above, pp. 626-628. 
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it was attributable to the weariness and disillusionment of the more es- 
timable of the carpetbaggers. Typical of this group was Adelbert Ames, 
the absolutely incorruptible Union general who served as senator from 
Mississippi and then was elected governor of the state. Sincerely believing 
that he had a mission to perform among the colored people, Ames was at 
first able to overcome his aversion to the South, with its "malarious at- 
mosphere, with its baleful influence upon mind and body, the red clayey, 
turfless soil, filled with watercourses and gullies, the slothful indolence of 
all its people” and to conceal his irritation at the rudeness and hostility of 
the Southern whites, who made even the church "a place for annoyances 
and irritation" to Northerners. By 1874. however, he had come to give 
up his idea of remaking Mississippi upon a New England model. He pain- 
fully discovered that his Negro allies were both ignorant and corrupt; 
“the character of the material we have to work with," he wrote his wife 
with distaste, “gives me new cause to wish to be absolutely separated from 
it.” His fellow carpetbaggers, he learned, were "an audacious, pushing 
crowd," out to loot the state. The native whites were hopeless. “Slavery 
blighted this people,” he concluded, “then the war— then reconstruc- 
tion — all piled upon such a basis destroyed the minds — at least impaired 
their judgment and consciousness to the extent that we cannot live among 
them.” * Quietly but firmly he let it be known that he was unavailable for 
any further office after the expiration of his term as governor, and when 
the Democrats took over the state in 1876 and threatened to impeach him 
for imaginary crimes, he was, on the whole, glad to resign and leave the 
South entirely. 

Behind the alienation of both the native whites and the better carpet- 
baggers was the fact that the Republican party in the South was increas- 
ingly dominated by unscrupulous manipulators who controlled the Negro 
vote. While one must not underestimate the significant progress made by 
the colored race during the postwar years, it must be admitted that they 
were largely ignorant and unprepared for their electoral responsibilities. 
Easily they fell under the sway of demagogues of both races. Elections in 
the South became a byword and a travesty. Thousands of illiterate Negroes 
cast their ballots without knowing even the names of the men for whom 
they were voting. Election laws were deliberately framed to open the way 
for fraud. Ballots were inspected before going into the box, and Negroes 
seeking to cast Democratic ballots were held up by objections and by an 
effort to change their votes. Registration lists showed Negroes in proportion 
to population at a much higher ratio than the actual fact. Vote-buying be- 
came so common that Negroes came to expect it; much of the bacon and 
ham mentioned as “relief” was distributed with an eye to election-day re- 

* Blanche Butler Ames, *d.. Chronicles from the Nineteenth Century: Family 
Letters of Blanche Butter and Adelbert Antes, I, ath, 397, 70*; II, 14, 47, 



68z 


THE RESTORED UNION 


suits. To colored voters in Florida, acting under instructions from Radical 
leaders, the motto seemed to be “Vote early and often.” Starting in early 
morning they moved along in groups, voting "at every precinct" on a long 
“line of march,” each time under assumed names. 3 In advance of the voting 
hour ballots would be fraudulently deposited in the box. Party conventions 
were manipulated by Radical leaders, and nominations were forced by the 
bosses (sometimes military officers) in control. Reporting on the election 
of 1872 in Louisiana a committee of Congress stated that in their deter- 
mination to have a legislature of their own party, the Republican returning 
board juggled election returns, accepted false affidavits, and in some cases 
merely estimated “what the vote ought to have been.” The whole proceeding 
was characterized as a "comedy of blunders and frauds.” 4 

By 1867 die Union League had become strongly intrenched in the 
South; and it proved an effective instrument in the organization of the 
Radical Republican party among the Negroes. It was stated in October, 
1867, that the League had eighty-eight chapters in South Carolina, and 
that almost every Negro in the state was enrolled in the order. According 
to a statement of a Leaguer, every member was oath-bound to vote for those 
nominated by the order. The League, he said, existed "for no other purpose 
than to carry the elections. . . .” The Leagues “voted the Negroes like 
‘herds of senseless cattle’ ” is the statement of competent observers, borne 
out by numerous instances similar to that of a South Carolina Negro who 
explained his vote by saying that the League was the "place where we learn 
the law.” Another typical case was that of a Negro who was asked why he 
voted Republican and replied, “I can't read, and I can’t write. . . . We 
go by instructions. We don’t know nothing much.” 5 

3 

What the Republicans accomplished by fraud the Democrats did by 
intimidation. From the very beginning the majority of Southern whites, 
especially the small farmers of the hill country, had been unwilling to con- 
cede political rights to the Negroes. Regarding die Radical governments as 
an "unjust and tyrannical power” which "had filled their state with mourn- 
ing, beggared them, freed their slaves and as a last insult and injury made 
the ex-slave a political equal,” they "resisted by intimidation, violence and 
murder.” 1 The most sensational, though not the most efficacious, aspect 
of this Southern white resistance to reconstruction was found in the fan- 
tastic and sinister operations of the Ku Klux Klan. From small beginnings 
as a frolicking secret lodge the institution spread rapidly, though in some- 

3 W. L. Fleming, ed., Documentary History of Reconstruction, II, 81-86. 

4 H. C. Wannoth, War, Politics and Reconstruction: Stormy Days in Lou- 
isiana, 22;. 

5 Simkins and Woody, South Carolina during Reconstruction, 75 n., 79—80, 

1 Wharton, Negro In Mississippi, X97. 
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what haphazard fashion, throughout the South, attainuig considerable 
dimensions within the years 1868 to 1871. Primarily the Klan was an an- 
swer to the Union League, a foil to the carpetbagger, and a means of sup- 
pressing Negro militia units. Its weird terminology included provinces, 
dominions, and realms, culminating in an empire. With a grand wizard 
and ten genii at the top, the order was governed by such officers as grand 
dragons and hydras, titans, furies, and night-hawks. In the local chapter 
(den) members were ghouls, the master a Cyclops. 

The activities of die order took less the form of a general conspiracy 
than of local efforts to destroy Radical political organizations by intimida- 
tion and terrorization. Night rides of white-robed and hooded men on 
sheeted and masked horses bore partly the aspect of frolicking pranks and 
partly that of ghostly intimidation of superstitious Negroes. Not infre- 
quently, however, the victims, seeing through the disguise, were terrorized 
rather by real danger of violence than by the ghoulish aBectation of super- 
natural power. Klansmen occupied themselves in destroying Union League 
councils, breaking up bands of roving Negroes, whipping Negro militia- 
men, forcing victims to pledge non-support of the Radical politicians, scar- 
ing black men away From the polls, and coercing individual carpetbaggers 
and scalawags. 

The Klan was not successful in its attempt to overthrow Radical rule. 
In the first place, its efforts were too glaringly criminal, and they occurred 
at a time when Northern opinion still supported a thoroughgoing Radical 
policy toward the South. In a series of "enforcement acts” Congress moved 
to outlaw the Klan and other similar vigilante organizations. The first of 
these measures, commonly known as the “force bill,” was that of May 3 1 , 
1870.* Designed to enforce the fifteenth amendment, it provided heavy 
penalties of fine and imprisonment where anyone by force, bribery, or in- 
timidation should hinder or prevent citizens from voting. Cases of such 
hindrance were put under the jurisdiction of Federal courts, and for the 
better enforcement of court decisions the President was authorized to use 
the land or naval forces. By the same law congressional elections were taken 
under the wing of Federal regulation and abuses in connection therewith 
made punishable as crimes. These processes of Federal control were made 
more drastic by the second "force bill,” passed on February 28, 1871.' 
This was similar to the act of the previous May; it merely went further jn 
the same direction. 

With the Klan particularly in mind. Congress passed the third “force 
bill" on April 20, 1871. In intolerably long sentences the statute listed 
activities such as those of the Klan (the forming of conspiracies, resisting 
officers, threatening or injuring witnesses, going abroad in disguise for 

* V. S. Stot. at large, XVI, 140-146. 

• JW<L, XVI, 433—440. 
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purposes of intimidation, et cetera), declared such acts to be high crimes, 
and fixed penalties. For the suppression of “armed combinations” the 
President was authorized to suspend the habeas corpus privilege, and the 
acts of the conspirators were declared tantamount to rebellion. 4 In putting 
the act into execution President Grant designated nine counties in South 
Carolina as regions in which lawlessness and terror prevailed, and sus- 
pended the habeas corpus process in those counties. This was followed by 
hundreds of arrests and court trials under charges of conspiracy to obstruct 
die exercise of rights under die fourteenth and fifteenth amendments. 
Meanwhile Federal troops were rushed to those areas where outlaw activity 
was most serious. In diree sessions of the Federal circuit court in South 
Carolina (1871-1872) hundreds of indictments were registered and sen- 
tences of fine and imprisonment were imposed upon eighty-two persons, 
most of whom pleaded guilty'. By such methods the Klan was effectively 
dispersed. Its existence virtually came to an end in 1871/' 

A second reason for the failure of the Klan was the fact that its activi- 
ties occurred at a period when, as we have seen, Southern planters and 
merchants were attempting to cooperate with the Radicals. The Klan 
flourished in the hill counties of the South, and in the eyes of the wealthy 
white Southerners it was composed of "low-type men,” "a set of drunken 
and lawless vagabonds.” To contemporary observers it seemed that its 
"primary motive . . . was the desire of the lower class whites to remove 
the Negro as a competitor in labor, and ... in the renting of land.” 0 
Naturally Southern planters had no sympathy for such a program, and it 
is notable that in the exhaustive investigation which preceded the April, 
1871, "force bill” many Southern conservatives strongly supported meas- 
ures to suppress the menace and criminality of the Klan. 

By 1873, however, most Southern whites had been obliged to give 
up any idea of working with the Republicans, and now planters and mer- 
chants joined the small farmers in devising new and more effective ways 
of subverting the Radical governments and terrorizing the Negroes. Typi- 
cal of these developments was the "Mississippi Plan,” devised in 1874 and 
put into practice in the elections of the following year. One part of the 
scheme had to do with arousing enthusiasm among the Democratic masses 
and with coercing the few remaining scalawags into leaving the Republi- 
can party. Its principal purpose, however, was to intimidate the Negroes. 

Donning the red-shirt badge of Southern manhood, the whites formed 
rifle companies which drilled and marched in public. These were no secret 

* l bid., XVII, 13-15. 

The later Klan of the Harding period was not so much a revival of the old 
order as a new organization in which the former terminology was borrowed and 
fine phrases concerning Americanism repeated, but in which the main motive seems 
to have been profit and political power for a few leaders. 

* Simkins and Woody, 460. 462. 
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Ku Kluxers; they wanted the Negro and his friends to know that the entire 
white population of the state was against continuance of Republican rule. 
Republican meetings were disturbed by red-shirt horsemen who remarked 
loudly that "maybe they might kill a buck that day.” Red-shirt companies 
fired cannon in the vicinity of Radical political rallies; some terrified Ne- 
groes were said to have believed that the war had begun again but most, 
no doubt, were simply aware of their own peril. The riflemen staged torch- 
light processions, made nocturnal raids against notorious carpetbaggers, 
and whipped Negroes who were politically conspicuous. They put the state 
under a kind of martial law. Even in the capital of Jackson, Governor 
Ames’s wife reported, "the crack of the pistol or gun is as frequent as the 
barking of the dogs.” The governor tried to organize his Negro supporters 
into militia companies, but be found that they had "not the courage or 
nerve — whatever it may be called— -to act the part of soldiers.” T In the 
dozen or so cases over the state when Negroes did resist, there occurred a 
race riot. In each instance the result was the same. Trained bands of white 
men were able to defeat the badly led Negroes; dozens of Negroes were 
killed, few if any whites were injured. So demoralized were Mississippi Re- 
publicans that the actual elections were unusually quiet. As one observer 
said, the Negroes were afraid to make any trouble and the whites did not 
need to. Virtually all the counties now passed under the control of native 
white administrations, and the Democrats gained heavy majorities in both 
houses of the legislature. Promptly they moved trumped-up impeachment 
charges against Governor Ames, only to be forestalled by his resignation.* 

All over the South whites followed similar illegal or extralegal proce- 
dures. The result was the collapse of most of the remaining carpetbag re- 
gimes and the restoration of what is euphemistically called "home rule." 
Tennessee had passed under conservative control in 1869; Virginia and 
North Carolina followed in 1870; Democrats assumed power in Georgia 
in 1871; Arkansas, Alabama, and Texas were "redeemed” in 1874; Mis- 
sissippi was “restored” in 1876. After that only Louisiana, South Carolina, 
and Florida had Radical governments, a situation fraught with signifi- 
cance, since their electoral votes might easily determine the outcome of the 
presidential election of 1876.* 


4 

The Republicans in 1876 held their national nominating convention 
in Cincinnati. Instead of choosing one of their strong regulars such as Ham- 

r Ames, Chronicles from the Nineteenth Century, II, 259, 305-206. 

• Donald. "Scalawag in Mississippi reconstruction," 454-458. 

» Various dates could be given for this "restoration of borne rule" to each of 
the Southern states. For example, one might say that Mississippi w« ‘‘redeemed’’ 
to 1874, when the "Mississippi Plan" was devised; to 1875, when the Democrats 
carried the election; or to 1876, when they actually tool office and Ames resigned. 
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ilton Fish, or an independent of the reformer type such as Charles Francis 
Adams or B. H. Bristow, or a politician such as Blaine, Morton, or Conk- 
ling, the party delegates selected the less known Rutherford B. Hayes of 
Ohio, a Cincinnati lawyer who had risen in the Civil War to the brevet rank 
of major general and had served as congressman and later as governor of his 
state. He was a regular Republican with a difference. He had supported re- 
construction measures and had been outspoken for hard money and the re- 
sumption of specie payments. That he was no spoilsman, however, was 
shown by his support of Bristow for the Republican nomination, while his 
unwillingness to take the vice-presidential candidacy on a ticket headed by 
Blaine was another sign of independence. It required seven ballots to get a 
majority for Hayes. Second place on the ticket was assigned to William A. 
Wheeler, a regular Republican from New York who had served in Congress. 

As the opponent of Hayes the Democrats in convention at St. Louis 
chose Samuel J. Tilden of New York, a man of long experience whose chief 
fame had been won in the successful fight against the Tweed regime. Til- 
den’s reputation as a reformer was not, in fact, entirely deserved, for he 
had for years been "friendly with Tweed and politically associated with 
him." "It was only after New York had turned on Tweed, and the ‘Boss’ 
began to totter,” Mark D. Hirsh has shown, “that Tilden could be discerned 
in the fore” of the reformers. 1 Nevertheless, he had done excellent service 
in the final overthrow of the corrupt machine and, as a reward, had been 
elected governor of New York in 1874. While governor he had done much 
to suppress rascality, particularly in connection with an affair known as the 
"Canal Ring,” whose promoters had shamefully turned government con- 
tracts to private gain. In their elaborate platform, which read like an indict- 
ment, the Democrats made their chief appeal on the issue of Republican 
abuse and the necessity of reform. For vice president the Democrats nomi- 
nated T. A. Hendricks, of Indiana, whose soft-money policies might be ex- 
pected to add to the party’s strength in the West. 

Even the Republicans sensed that Grantism was dying; and Governor 
Hayes took occasion in his letter of acceptance to advocate civil service 
reform and Southern autonomy in a manner that implied repudiation of 
Grant’s policies. He also pledged that he would not be a cand’date to suc- 
ceed himself in 1880. The position of the Democrats, however, was much 
more clear-cut in demanding a house cleaning. With a reform candidate 
and an able national chairman (Abram S. Hewitt of New York) the sup- 
porters of Tilden faced the campaign of 1876 with high confidence. In an 
elaborate campaign textbook they popularized the conclusions touching 
government abuse which had been piled up in voluminous investigations. 
The Republicans, none too confident of success, countered by repeating 

1 Hirsch, “Samuel J. Tilden: The Story of a Lost Opportunity," Ant. Hist. 
Rev., LVI, 790 (July, 1951). 
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Civil War phrases, waving the bloody shirt, appealing to ex-soldiers, urging 
men to "vote as they shot,” and declaring that if Tilden were chosen the 
South would return to power and the victory of the war would be lost. 
Meanwhile Grant, though at first cool toward Hayes, gave warm support to 
the campaign, dismissing Bristow men to the dismay of reformers, and 
"dispos[ing] of the offices at the requests of the party managers.” * 

5 

Election day (November 7) came, and in reporting the result next 
morning the New York Tribune came out with the headline ‘Tilden 
Elected.” The Times, however, then intensely Republican, suggested doubt 
in its first edition and gave a distinct note of Republican hope in the 
second, 1 

A remarkable situation now developed. As the returns came in it was 
obvious that Tilden was the choice of the voters who actually cast their 
ballots, having in the popular vote a majority over all of more than r 5 0,000 
with a margin over Hayes of about 250,000.* “In terms of the desires of 
the qualified voters in the election," Harry Barnard observes, "the truth 
never was and never will be told. . . . this count did not include, as it 
could not have included, votes wot cast, because many qualified voters — 

1 Hesseltine, Grant, 409. The Republican* in 1876 sought, of course, to win 
over the reformers who had bolted four years before, and the candidacy of Hayes 
was an asset in this regard; but Grant's displeasure toward the liberals continued. 

1 The story is often told of a dramatic midnight conference (November 7-8) 
of Times editors, who deliberated as to "what should be said in the first edition’’ 
and framed a "deliberate plot to snatch the election from Tilden." Eckentode, 
Rutherford B. Hayes, 178-179. One of the editors then got in touch with Zach- 
ariah Chandler, chairman of the Republican national committee, and persuaded 
him to issue his claim of victory: at the same time William E. Chandler was rushed 
off to the South in order to keep the returning hoards in the disputed states firm. 
Though this story is essentially true, it would be naive to put too much emphasis 
upon this activity of the Times editorial council. "The claim of Democratic victory 
would have been challenged anyway," Harry Barnard points out, "if the results 
were at all close." Indeed, two days before the election Governor Kellogg of Lou- 
isiana had sent Zachariah Chandler a letter warning that Democrats were intimi- 
dating Negro voters. Thus "the Republicans had prepared a case for the charge of 
fraud even before Zach Chandler made hi* claim of victory." Barnard, Rutherford 
B. Hayes and His America, 321—322. 

* The popular vote has been reported as follows: Tilden (Democrat), 4,284,- 
a6j; Hayes (Republican), 4.033,295; Peter Cooper (Greenback candidate), 81,- 
737; Green Clay Smith (Prohibition candidate), 9,522 (Tribune Almanac, 1877, 
59). In addition, there were several thousand imperfect and scattering votes. For 
figures that vary only slightly from these totals, see Stanwood, Hirt. of the Pres- 
idency, 383; World Almanac, 1914, 720; McKee, National Conventions, J79. All 
the figures show that, even if one concede* Republican claim* as to disputed states, 
Tilden received a popular vote far in excess of that given to Hayes. A similar situa- 
tion, of Course, has happened in other presidential elections. 
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mainly Negroes— were scared off from attempting to vote.” 3 But on the 
basis of this official count Tilden had 184 undisputed electoral votes; 185 
were necessary to a choice. Hayes had 165 undisputed electors." After the 
Republicans had developed their claims there was a serious dispute con- 
cerning nineteen electoral votes in the South. These included seven from 
South Carolina, four from Florida, and eight from Louisiana, both parties 
claiming to have “carried” those states. In addition, there was a minor dis- 
pute as to one Democratic electoral vote for Oregon (not included in the 
above-mentioned 184 for Tilden), where a Republican elector was chosen 
by the people, was constitutionally disqualified because of being a Federal 
officeholder (postmaster), and was superseded by a Democratic elector 
(the next highest in the popular voting) appointed by a Democratic 
governor. 

The nub of the matter was the controversy as to the nineteen electors 
in the three disputed Southern states. If all nineteen should be assigned to 
Hayes, and the Oregon vote kept for him, he would have 185, a bare ma- 
jority of one, and would thus be President. On the other hand, if only 
one of the votes in dispute were assigned to Tilden, he would have the 
needed majority. Confident of enough strength to obtain at least one of the 
controverted Southern states, the Democrats laid only minor stress on their 
questionable claim as to Oregon." 

As politicians proceeded with their calculations the Republicans began 
to see possibilities in the situation. Zachariah Chandler on November 8 is- 
sued his celebrated declaration: "Hayes has 185 electoral votes and is 
elected.” He continued to “intone” this sentence till it became a kind of 
chant, "though there was no basis for such faith [writes Hayes’s biographer] 
except Zach Chandler’s boundless assurance.” 0 Republican newspapers 
generally were soon claiming the election for Hayes; and their "visiting 
statesmen” appeared in the South, where they encouraged Republican man- 

s Barnard, Hayes, 316-317. 

" Counting the disputed Oregon elector for Hayes, he had, without Louisiana, 
Florida, and South Carolina, 166 electoral votes. It was conceded by the Repub- 
licans that Tilden had carried the states of the South except the three just men- 
tioned. In addition he carried all the border states (including West Virginia) and, 
in the North, Connecticut, Indiana, New Jersey, and New York. 

6 It is sometimes pointed out that the Republicans were in a dilemma: if they 
were to make good their claim to the disputed electors in the South, they would be 
tempted to refuse to "go behind the returns”; but if this principle were applied 
to the case of Oregon, they would supposedly lose an elector in that state. A full 
discussion of all that is involved in this "dilemma” would be very involved and 
complicated; but there was enough Republican embarrassment in the situation to 
explain why the Democrats did not ignore their somewhat shaky Oregon elector. 
Having ample claims elsewhere, the friends of Tilden were willing, of course, to 
give up the Oregon elector if they could thus fix the principle that the validity of 
returns coming up from state officials could be made the subject of Federal inquiry. 

6 Eckcnrode, Hayes, 184-185. 
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agers to “hold” their states, supervised the preparation of “returns,” and saw 
to it that no oversight should occur by which a Hayes trick might be lost. 
Democratic politicians also made their way South, and their activities were 
as questionable as those of their opponents. 

The three disputed Southern states now became the object of a tug 
of war, in which both contestants resorted to the most unscrupulous meth- 
ods. "It is terrible to see the extent to which all classes go in their de- 
termination to win,” wrote Republican Lew Wallace from Louisiana. 
“Conscience offers no restraint. Nothing is so common as the resort to per- 
jury. . . . Money and intimidation can obtain the oath of white men as 
well as black to any required statement. A ton of affidavits could be carted 
into the state house tomorrow and not a word of truth in them. . . . Now 
what can come of such a state of things?” 1 The situation was made more 
complex because each of the disputed states had a curious legal device 
known as the "returning" Cor “canvassing”) board, which had been set up 
by the carpetbag governments to “review” the election returns and reject 
those polls in which unfair methods, in their judgment, had been used. 
Thoroughly partisan in motive and character, these returning boards were 
clothed with judicial power, and Radicals kept reiterating that their deci- 
sion under state Jaw was final in determining what the revised count 
should be. 

6 

A glance at the situation in each of the disputed Southern states is now 
necessary. It happened that political affairs in South Carolina gave unusual 
strength in 1876 to the Democratic party, which had been dormant since 
the establishment of carpetbag rule in 1868. From 1872 to 1874 the no- 
torious and corrupt scalawag, Franklin J. Moses, Jr., had been governor. 
Up to the end of his rule the Democrats made no impression in political 
control of the state. Moses, however, was followed by a Radical of a differ- 
ent type, the reform governor D. H. Chamberlain Cl 874-1876); and the 
honest administration which he conducted, while incurring bitter opposi- 
tion within his own Radical part}’, commanded respect among South Caro- 
lina whites. For a time the Democrats cooperated with the Chamberlain 
Radicals; but instead of doing so in 1876 they chose a "straightout” Demo- 
cratic candidate for governor (Wade Hampton), and “the white population 
was for the first time in eight years united in a definite, fixed purpose." 1 

The ensuing campaign has been described as one of “force without vio- 
lence.” Democrats promised to protect the rights of the colored race, but 
in return they demanded that the Negroes abandon the Republican party. 
Hampton's rifle clubs openly displayed their might in order to intimidate 

T Barnard, 327. 

■ Stalin* and Waodf. 49 f -4 96. 
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the Negroes. When President Grant ordered such extralegal military com- 
panies to disperse, one armed company in Columbia, which possessed field 
pieces and was trained to operate as a battery of horse artillery, cheer- 
fully announced that it was reorganized as ‘the Hampton and Tilden Musi- 
cal Club, with twelve four-pounder flutes.’ Others renamed themselves 
‘Tilden’s mounted baseball clubs.’ Rifles and ammunition continued to ar- 
rive in shipments from outside, disguised in dry-goods boxes and provision 
barrels. . . . The Red Shirts . . . rode like the cavalry of Hampton’s 
old brigades, paraded in towns, and attended meetings of both parties in 
impressive numbers. Radical speakers, Chamberlain included, found them- 
selves repeatedly challenged before large audiences as ‘liars, thieves and 
rascals.’ ” 2 In many communities whites “made a practice of giving certifi- 
cates to qualified Negro Democrats. The idea was that Negroes holding 
such certificates would be given preference over Republicans in all employ- 
ment and trade.” In other areas the tactics were even more direct, for “each 
white voter was urged to pick one Negro and get him by bribery, threat, or 
persuasion either to vote for Hampton or not to vote at all.” 3 

In these circumstances, with more ballots than voters, and with irregu- 
lar practices in both parties, each side in South Carolina claimed victory in 
the 1876 election. The state board of canvassers showed no great concern 
to overthrow the majority for Hampton which was evident when returns 
from county canvassing boards came in, nor did they set aside the Demo- 
cratic majority in the legislature; but in the presidential vote they reported 
in favor of the Hayes electors. The Democrats, refusing to admit defeat, 
sought unavailingly to overthrow the action of the board by court procedure 
and to establish the validity of the Tilden electors. Thus conflicting elec- 
toral reports came up from South Carolina, and meanwhile rivalry between 
Chamberlain and Hampton (both of whom were “inaugurated”), 4 together 
with the struggle of contesting legislatures, produced a condition of in- 
tolerable uncertainty and put Chamberlain in the light of a doubtful execu- 
tive whose position depended upon Federal military support. 

Conditions in Florida resembled those in South Carolina. There was 
intimidation via the "Mississippi plan,” chiefly of a milder form. Though 
some of the “evidence” on the subject was “probably manufactured out of 
whole cloth,” yet the fact of intimidation, writes P. L. Haworth, “rests upon 
an overwhelming mass of evidence.” The board of state canvassers, accord- 
ing to Haworth, “did its work in an unpardonably partisan manner.” With 
the encouragement of “visiting statesmen” its decision was announced in 
favor of the Hayes electors and also of a Republican state and congressional 
ticket. Haworth concludes that a “fair count” might have given the Florida 

= Manly W. Wellman, Giant in Gray: . . . Wade Hampton, 265. 

3 Hampton M. Jarrell, Wade Hampton and the Negro, 70. 

4 The pretending Radical legislature declared Chamberlain elected despite 
the action of the board of canvassers which certified the election of Hampton. 
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electors to Tilden, but that a "free election” would have given them to 
Hayes and that "in equity" the vote belonged to the Republicans.’ On the 
other hand Eckenrode states that “Tilden carried Florida” and that the 
canvassing board “falsified the returns.” ' 

The most famous dispute, however, was in Louisiana. In that state the 
Warmoth (anti-Grant) faction of the Republicans, joining with the Demo- 
crats, had in 1872 supported John McEnery for governor; while the Radi- 
cal Republicans, in league with the Grant administration, had supported a 
typical carpetbagger, William P. Kellogg. After an election which was rea- 
sonably peaceful both sides claimed victory, each side determined to grasp 
the government; and the row was on. The state returning board certified 
the election of the McEnery ticket in both the legislative and executive 
branches; but the Kellogg faction, having failed to “capture” the board, 
made up their own board which, “without having a single return from any 
poll in the State, proceeded to fabricate . . . what they claimed to be the 
result of the State election .” 1 Using "pseudo-returns" ’ this board gave its 
declaration in favor of Kellogg and a majority of the Republican legislators. 
They also certified the choice of Grant and Wilson electors. The Kellogg 
organization, including its returning board, was denounced as a "bogus’’® 
affair; but Congress did nothing to clear up the deadlock, and under these 
circumstances Grant chose the doubtful alternative of supporting the Kel- 
logg faction, at the same time refusing a hearing to the McEnery element. 

From that point the confused succession of events presented a sorry mix- 
ture of farce and tragedy. While the Democrats and liberal Republicans 
still claimed that McEnery and legislators of his party were the rightful and 
actual government of Louisiana, the Kellogg government was inaugurated 
and kept in power by the use of Federal troops. Defiance of the Kellogg 
government became so intense that actual civil war resulted in several lo- 
calities. At Colfax in April, 1 873, about fifty-nine Negroes and two whites 
were killed in a battle between a Kellogg sheriff and a band of pro-McEnery 
whites. At Coushatta in August, 1874, and at New Orleans in September 
of the same year similar outbreaks, with some loss of life, occurred. Each 
side, of course, put responsibility for the prevailing chaos upon the other. 

• Haworth, The Hayes-Tilden Disputed Presidential Election of 187 6, 57-58, 
67, 76. 

• EcVenzode, Jlayes, rgj. It Is Impossible to arrive at eren a fairly satisfactory 
conclusion as to the votes of these states, the problem being how far Democratic 
Intimidation offset Republican fraud. "The consensus of recent historical scholar- 
ship,” C. Vann Woodward points out, ”is that Hayes was probably entitled to the 
electoral votes of South Carolina and Louisiana, that Tilden was enUtled to the four 
votes of Florida, and that Tilden was therefore elected by * vote of 188 to 181.’' 
Woodward, Jlnmiiin and Reaction, tg. 

• Warmoth, 106. 

• Rhodes, VII, no. 

• Warmoth, 112-113. 
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On the face of the returns in 1876, despite the efforts of the so-called 
"bogus” government, all the Democratic presidential electors in Louisiana 
had ample majorities, the lowest over 6000, the highest nearly 9000. Not- 
withstanding this the Republicans claimed the state and came forward 
with reams of arguments to support the claim. Emphasizing the activi- 
ties of the White League, their investigators charged that criminal con- 
spiracies, “by force . . . and intimidation, halting at no enormity of 
crime, . . . [had substituted] the rule of violence . . . [for] the will 
of . . . [the] majority.” 10 Registration figures, so the argument ran, 
showed an excess of colored men; hence the Democrats could not rightly 
claim the state. As to the Kellogg government, Federal intervention was 
pictured by the Republicans as a virtue on the ground that "there had not 
been an hour since the inauguration of Governor Kellogg when the secret 
order of these men [elsewhere referred to as ‘wolves . . . organized against 
the sheep’] would not have overthrown his authority . . . unless he were 
sustained by the power of die United States troops.” 11 The whole authority 
for determining the vote in Louisiana, it was said, rested with the state re- 
turning board; that board “used their power in accordance with die . . . 
intent of the act that created them”; 12 thus the report of the election of 
November 7, 1876, in Louisiana was “promulgated by the proper authori- 
ties of . . . [the] State . . . and in conformity with the Constitution 
of the United States.” 13 

Democratic congressional investigators emphatically refuted these Re- 
publican claims. On the matter of intimidation they showed that it was a 
prearranged plan in certain districts for Republicans to stay away from die 
polls and then, claiming intimidation, to urge the rejection of these dis- 
tricts in the final count. 14 Even with election machinery in Republican 
control, they stated, the actual returns gave a majority of several thousand 
to the Tilden electors. The Republican returning board then went to work. 
Calling in witnesses whose fees were paid by the United States government, 
using ex parte affidavits prepared (sometimes with fictitious names) bv 
United States soldiers and government employees, rejecting evidence of- 
fered by Democrats and excluding their counsel, and conducting a purely 
arbitrary series of hearings, the board piled up a mass of so-called testimony 
and on this basis made out a Republican majority. As to Republican fraud 
in the election itself, it was pointed out that local registration officials were 

10 Report of the Republican minority of a select committee of the House of 
Representatives on the election in Louisiana, in House Report No. 156, 44 Cong., 
2 sess., pt. 2, p. 1. 

11 Ibid., 15. 

T - Ibid., 20. The absolute truth of this statement presents a delicious example 
of unconscious humor. 

13 I bid., 26. 

14 J. F. Rhodes writes: Undoubtedly the Republican frauds in registration off- 
set Democratic intimidation.” Hist, of the V. S., VII, 235. 
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informed by Republican managers that the census showed a certain Repub- 
lican (i.e., colored) vote, that they must get out the full vote and the re- 
quired majority "without fail,” aud that if limy did to their reward would 

be "ample and generous." 15 ... . v a 

Tliere were four members of the important Louisiana returning board 
and they were all Republicans. The law called for five members; but 
though there was a vacancy, the board refused to fill it by the appointment 
of even one Democrat to their number. Not only the members, but all the 
clerks and employees of this allegedly "judicial tribunal, were of one 
party. What ft even more to the point is .0 note that die boards per onnel 
comprised a "dishonest pobtician," a "corrupt localofiice-seeker, a 
indicted for larceny, and a "colored ignoramus." - This was the group of 
men who, under orders to hold the state, and under terrific pressure, re- 
molded the election returns of Louisiana nearer to their hearts ™ 

example of their work may be seen in Ouachita parish, where, of the vows 
rejected by the board, less than 5 o were Republican and over , f. Demo- 
cratic, or m East Raton Rouge parish, where they toew out ,60 Repubh- 
can and 1442 Democratic votes. 

By the process of rejecting whole polls, sometimes whole parishes, die 
board reversed the result as reported by local election °* da ’ s ^ L . 
word,, whose treatment is not unsympathetic to the Repubkcan pa ty, 
writes that the board did "some heroic work" to accomplish its purpose, rnok 
"an absurd view” to justify its party membership, and used Regal 
tests a, a basis for ift action. It "worked zealously," he 
Republican majority," and attained that result "by a series of grossly parti 
San and illegal acts ” •' This result in brief was die conversion of a Demo- 
cratic majority of approximately 6000 to 9000 into a epu ic - 

of over 4000 In doing this the board got rid of over 13,000 Democratic 
votes.” 


Though the legal process of choosing the President, as distinguished 
from party methods grafted on to the original system, was prescribed in 

.. TO, paragraph auww.rire, .he D™™* 

Ration. House Report No. 156, 44 Cong, a *ess., P 1 - *’ pp ‘ 5 

“ Haworth Is dear a* - »£ - 

than nature of the returning board s proceeding?, but core u , . , 

Hon” the state “would have" gone Republican by to . t 

He arrives at this conclusion by a statistical comparison of the election of 74 
with that of 1876. 

*• Rhodes, VII, 231. 

1 By provision of the Constitution (Article II, section *5 ** 

many “elector." a, it has senators and representatives in the ^ ^ 
Thaw mm tow Io, P„UJ„, „4. „ wpn.lr bdlota, for Vin-Pretidant. Erorp. 
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the Constitution, no part of that document offered a solution for the case 
of opposite returns of electoral votes being submitted from the same state. 
The Constitution provided that, in receiving electoral votes, the president 
of the Senate, in joint session of the two houses, should open the electors 
certificates and that "the Votes . . . [should] then be counted.” It was 
claimed in Republican circles that this gave the president of the Senate 
(T. W. Ferry, a Republican) the power of deciding disputes; and this was 
the "solution” which Republican leaders sought to apply for 1 876. The Re- 
publicans themselves, however, had accepted no such solution in previous 
contests, but had set up the “twenty-second joint rule” of legislative pro- 
cedure, by which, if either house objected to an electoral ballot, it should 
not be counted except by concurrent vote of the two houses. This was the 
rule used for the elections of 1864, 1868, and 1872. Now, however, the 
Republican Senate naturally refused to join with the Democratic House in 
re-enacting this joint resolution. Thus at a time of grave crisis the country 
lacked a method of determining the presidential count. 

The constitutional provision that the House of Representatives shall 
choose the President if no majority is obtained for one man in the electoral 
college was applicable to a case where all the votes had been counted, but 
not to the existing predicament in which the very counting of the votes 
was the essence of the question. To appreciate the seriousness of the situa- 
tion it must be remembered that weeks were passing while politicians ma- 
neuvered and clamored, and that there was real danger of March 4 arriving 


in two elections (1800-1801 and 1824-1825) a clear majority of electoral votes has 
been given to one man, making him President; but where such a majority over all 
is not obtained the final choice from among the higher contestants is made by the 
House of Representatives, voting by states. Such in briefest outline is the constitu- 
tional road which every election must take. Two practices, however, have been 
grafted on to the original system which profoundly change the actual or effective 
method of choice: (r) the practice of party nominations, and (2) the “general 
ticket” method by which the people elect the electors. Each party nominates its 
candidates in national convention, and each elector is “bound” (in practice, not 
in law) to vote for the party nominee. Furthermore, by a movement that has ex- 
tended over the country till it has become universal, each party puts before every 
voter in each state a full slate of the state’s electors, these also being selected by 
party nomination; so that the party which “carries” the state, though it be by a 
small plurality, obtains all the electors (i.e. the full presidential vote) of that state, 
and the minority party obtains no vote that counts in the electoral college. Thus 
if a state has seven electors and if the popular ballots show 40,000 for the Repub- 
licans and 30,000 for the Democrats, the voting in the electoral college would not 
be four and three respectively, but seven for the Republicans and none for the 
Democrats. One party may have more of these wasted votes than the other, and 
thus it may lose the election though actually obtaining a majority in the popu- 
lar ballots over the country. For a fuller view of the inequitable manner in which 
the clumsy system works, the reader should consult a treatise on the American 
government. 
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before a settlement could be reached. This might have resulted in two con- 
tending governments claiming to be the rightful authority at Washington— 
precisely the situation which Republican rule, matched by local resistance, 
had produced in more than one Southern state. On the Republican side 
there was talk of using the army; on the other side there were hotheads 
such as Henry Watterson, who threatened in a public speech that a hun- 
dred thousand Kentuckians would see justice done to Tilden. To some it 
looked like civil war; thoughtful men were deeply concerned at the possible 
"Mexicanization” of American elections. 


Behind the scenes, however, there were powerful forces working for 
peaceful adjustment. Northern businessmen were emphatically opposed to 
any resort to violence. In New York, for example, there was held in De- 
cember a conference “of a dozen or more of the wealthiest men in this city, 
equally divided as to politics, for the purpose of consulting as to what 
course ought to be or could be taken, to being about ... a settlement." * 
Equally important was the fact that the Southerners vetoed any talk of re- 
newing civil war. As James A. Garfield reported to Hayes," ... the lead- 
ing southern Democrats in Congress ... are saying that they have seen 
war enough, and don’t care to follow the lead of their northern associates 
who . . . were 'invincible in peace and invisible in war.’ ” * Finally, one 
must stress the pacific tone adopted by Tilden himself. Imprudent action 
on his part might have set ofE another sectional conflict, but he declared 
cautiously: "It will not do to fight. We have just emerged from one civil 
war, and it will never do to engage in another civil war; it would end in 
the destruction of free government.” * 

With so many voices urging peaceful settlement, there was good rea- 
son to think that Hayes’s supporters might be able to pick up enough 
strength among the Democrats to secure the election of their candidate. 
Three groups of Southerners proved particularly susceptible to Republican 
blandishments. The largest of these consisted of those congressmen who 
saw in the election controversy the opportunity of finally ending the carpet- 
bag regimes in the South. They were aware that Hayes was already favor- 
ably disposed toward the claims of the Southern whites. They read eagerly 
an interview the Republican claimant had with a New Orleans editor in 
which he was quoted as saying "that carpet bag government had not been 
successful; that the complaints of the southern people were just in this 
matter; that he would require absolute justice and fair play j 0 the N 
but that he was convinced this could be got best and most surelv 
the honorable and influential southern whites." • They honed r ® 
lhat Hayes, if elected through their support, would withdraw ihe fa/i'S 

* Barnard, 347. 

* Woodward, Reunion and Reaction, as. 

4 Barnard, 343. 

» Woodward, aj. 



THE RESTORED UNION 


696 

maining Federal troops from the South and that, as a result, the Republi- 
can regimes of Florida, Louisiana, and South Carolina would collapse. 6 

A second group of Southerners, while sharing these desires, had also 
other objectives which they hoped to forward by supporting Hayes. These 
were the former Whigs, who, as we have seen, had been forced unwillingly 
into the Democratic party. They distrusted their new political associates, 
mostly small farmers with a tendency toward excessive democracy, and they 
hankered for a realignment of national parties which would permit them to 
join with the conservative business interests of the North. Remembering 
that the prewar Whig party had been just such a party and that most mod- 
erate Northern Republicans had been Whigs, they were prepared to do 
some shrewd horse trading. As negotiations took place it developed that in 
return for permitting Hayes to be counted in as President and for allowing 
the Republicans to organize the next House of Representatives, electing 
Garfield speaker, these Southern conservatives wanted promises that the 
incoming administration would abandon the carpetbag regimes, would ap- 
point a former Southern Whig to the cabinet, and would assist in "laying 
the foundation for a revival of Republicanism in parts of the South under 
conservative native [i.e., white] leadership.” 7 

Partly included in these two groups were other Southern congressmen 
who had economic rather than political objectives to promote. Throughout 
the South there was a general feeling that, in order to promote recovery 
from the war, the section needed Federal "appropriations, subsidies, grants, 
and bonds such as Congress had so lavishly showered upon capitalist enter- 
prise in the North." 8 Some Southerners demanded subsidies to improve 
their harbors, levees, and canals, but the favorite Southern internal im- 
provement project of the period was the grandiose plan of Thomas Scott, 
of the Pennsylvania Railroad, to connect the South by rail with California. 
His Texas & Pacific scheme, a revival of a decades-old Southern dream, 
enlisted the sympathies of Southerners of all classes. Legislatures in every 
Southern state except Louisiana and Virginia passed resolutions support- 
ing the projected railroad. Even the National Grange, at a Southern domi- 

0 It has been argued that undue emphasis has been given to this Democratic 
objective, since the Democrats, already in control of the House of Representatives, 
were able to "write into the army appropriations bill, then still pending, a clause 
forbidding the use of troops to support the claims of any state government in the 
South until it should be recognized by Congress." When the Senate refused to ac- 
cept this clause, the House Democrats held up all army appropriations and thus, it 
is said, made the withdrawal of troops inevitable even without a promise from 
Hayes. (Ibid., 8—9). This line of reasoning ignores the fact that failure to pay the 
troops did not mean the disbanding of the army; Hayes used unpaid troops to break 
strikes in the summer of 1877. In addition, Southerners wanted a Republican 
pledge against the future use of troops. 

7 Ibid., 174. 

8 Ibid., 55. 
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nated meeting held at Charleston, overcame its hostility to monopoly and 
endorsed the Texas & Pacific. 

Hungry for Federal assistance in all these projects. Southerners, as 
C. Vann Woodward remarks, learned they had “arrived tardily at ‘the 
Great Barbecue.' " After the exposure of the Credit Mobdier and other 
scandals of the Grant administration. Congress was most reluctant to enter 
upon another orgy of public spending for private profit. Northern Demo- 
crats, especially those from the Granger states of the Middle West, took 
the lead in blocking congressional appropriations for railroads, canals, 
levees, and other internal improvements. To the marked irritation of their 
Southern brethren. Democrats like William S. Holman, of Indiana, made 
"Retrenchment and Reform" the party’s watchword. It was no wonder, 
therefore, that Southerners began to say "that in the matter of internal im- 
provements they had been much better treated by Republicans than they 
were likely to be by the Democrats” and to wonder whether Hayes, if 
elected, would promise to treat their projects "with kind consideration." • 

Convinced that they could gain enough Southern votes from these 
three sources to secure die election of their candidate, Hayes’s friends in 
Congress opposed any proposal to arbitrate the disputed election, but they 
were undercut by defections within their own party. Roscoe Conkling and 
other Stalwarts, partly representing the disturbed business community, 
partly reflecting their own distrust of Hayes’s reform tendencies, joined 
Tilden’s backers in creating, on January 29, 1877, an electoral commis- 
sion to setde the dispute. 1 * Composed of fifteen members (five from the 
House, five from the Senate, five from the Supreme Court), the commis- 
sion was authorized to review conflicting returns submitted from any state 
and to decide "which is the true and lawful electoral vote of such State.” 

The establishment of this commission was generally regarded as a 
Democratic victory. The members were chosen according to their political 
affiliations. Three commissioners from the Senate were Republicans and 
two were Democrats; in the five from the House the proportion was re- 
versed; and four of the justices were specified (by specifying their cir- 
cuits) so that two were Republicans and two Democrats. It was expected 
that the fifteenth member would be David Davis of Illinois, a Liberal Re- 
publican of 1872, whom the Democrats believed to be favorable to Tilden 
or at least more open-minded than the other justices. At the last minute, 
however, Davis became unavailable on account of his election to the 

» Ibid., 60, aa. 

10 Taking congressmen and senators together, more Democrats than Repub- 
licans voted for the Electoral Commission bill. The measure could not have passed, 
however, without the tupport of both parties, for the Home war Democratic and 
the Senate Republican. In the Senate 26 Democrats voted for the bill and i against 
it; at Republicans voted for and 16 against. In the House the yeas included 160 
Democrats and 31 Republicans, the cays 17 Democrats and 69 Republican!. 
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United States Senate, and the role of fifteenth member fell to Justice 
Joseph P. Bradley of New Jersey . 11 

8 

On February 1 the two houses of Congress met together to count the 
electoral votes, in accordance with the terms of the bill establishing the 
Electoral Commission. Ferry', the president of the Senate, proceeded to open 
the certificates from the states in alphabetical order. When he reached 
Florida, objection was made to the returns and immediately the subject 
was referred to the Commission, which then heard arguments from Demo- 
cratic and Republican counsel. Democrats maintained that the Commission 
should arbitrate the points in controversy, that it had “full authority' to in- 
vestigate by all . . . legitimate means . . . the . . . fact . . .” as to 
disputed votes, and that, as between the two sets of electors, the Democrats 
had the “best legal title” and the "moral right.” 1 On the Republican side 
the main argument was that of Evarts that the Commission could not “re- 
ceive evidence in addition to the certificates . . .; that is, evidence that 
goes behind the State’s record of its election, . . . certified by the gov- 
ernor. ...” 3 

Eagerly the nation awaited the decision of the Commission. As to 
fourteen members it was generally understood that seven would vote Demo- 
cratic and seven Republican: the one man about whom there was any 
doubt at the climax of this furious controversy w'as Justice Bradley. It is 
therefore of no little interest to read, in Abram Hewitt’s “secret history'” of 
the famous dispute, the dramatic account of how Bradley r ’s decision was 
reached. In this narrative it is revealed that on the night preceding the 
Florida decision, an intimate friend visited the justice and reported to 
anxious Democratic leaders “that he had just left Judge Bradley after read- 
ing his [Bradley’s] opinion in favor of counting the vote of the Democratic 
electors of the State of Florida,” which of course would have insured the 

11 As finally constituted the Commission consisted of three Republican senators 
(G. F. Edmunds, O. P. Morton, and F. T. Frelinghuysen), two Democratic sena- 
tors (T- F. Bayard and A. G. Thurman), three Democratic congressmen (H. B. 
Payne, E. Hunton, and J. G. Abbott), two Republican congressmen (J. A. Garfield 
and G. F. Hoar), and five justices (Nathan Clifford, S. F. Miller, S. J. Field, Wil- 
liam Strong, and J. P . Bradley). The first four justices were designated as to cir- 
cuit in the act, “which was to say that they should be Miller and Strong, Repub- 
licans, and Clifford and Field, Democrats” (Oberholtzer, IH, 295). It may be said 
that the whole spirit of judicial arbitration and settlement was vitiated by this 
deliberate selection of the Court members as Democrats and Republicans. “It was 
pretended ...» though none seems to have believed it, that the justices would 
rise above partisan feeling.” (Ibid.) 

1 Electoral Count of 1877: Proceedings of the Electoral Commission .... 
124 ff. 

= Ibid., 1 1 8. 
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election of Tilden. Next day, however, Bradley voted Republican on the 
Florida question. 'The change [writes Hewitt] was made between midnight 
and sunrise," and he charged that Bradley, having first been convinced of 
the validity of the Democratic electors in a case which involved the whole 
controversy and having gone so far as to write an opinion supporting this 
derision, yielded to political pressure, modified his position, and gave his 
decision in favor of the Hayes electors.* Other opponents of Bradley re- 
called that the justice had earlier given an extraordinary and favorable 
opinion in behalf of the Texas & Pacific Railroad and claimed that he was 
a creature of Thomas Scott. But, as Professor Woodward notes, “Bradley’s 
accusers never brought forth proof of their charge that the justice yielded 
to improper pressure in changing his opinion. . . . The charge that the 
influence of Scott and his friends was decisive in determining Bradley's 
vote on the Electoral Commission was ... the sort of charge that it is 
impossible to disprove and difficult to deny effectively.” 4 

On February 9 it was announced that the Commission had refused to 
“go behind the returns” in the Florida case and had assigned the vote of that 
state to Hayes. The vote was eight to seven. Having thus taken a position 
which virtually avoided the controversy in the case of Florida, the Commis- 
sion had a precedent for the same action in the cases of South Carolina and 
Louisiana. Its proceedings were concluded on February 23, by which time 
it had, in each instance by a vote of eight to seven, assigned every one of 
the disputed electors to Hayes. 

Under the law the votes from all the states were opened in the presence 
of the two houses in joint session, and only those involving disputed returns 
were submitted to the Commission. Thus, even after the action of the 
Commission touching the disputed votes had signified the "defeat” of 
Tilden, the actual legal process of counting the votes in Congress was yet 
to be completed. In their indignation at the action of the Commission 
there were Democrats who talked of a filibuster which would obstruct the 
further proceedings of Congress, prevent the completion of the count, and 
leave Hajes without legal title. Some of those disposed to filibuster were 
cantankerous obstructionists; others, however, saw in the situation an oppor- 
tunity to bargain with the incoming Hayes administration. Thus the whole 
range of bargaining opportunities, previously explored before the setting 
up of the Electoral Commission, was again opened up. At once railroad 
lobbyists for the Texas & Pacific became extraordinarily active; former 
Southern Whigs again put forth feelers; and Southern congressmen of all 
persuasions began to seeb pledges concerning “home rule." Hayes's friends 
struck bargains with all three interests. It is impossible to say which of 
these three approaches was the most effective in winning Southern allies 

» Nevini, Hewitt, 371-371. 

« Woodward, 161-162. 
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for the Republicans; all three were both useful and necessary. It is clear, 
however, that historians have generally overrated the importance of a con- 
ference held at the Wormley Hotel in Washington on February 26, which 
has been credited with sealing a bargain between the Hayes Republicans 
and the Southern Democrats, by promising "home rule” to the latter in 
return for an end to die filibuster. The fundamental alignments had been 
made long before this conference and the basic decisions had already been 
taken. The Wormley conference, as Professor Woodward shows, “added 
nothing to the agreements . . ., but merely went over the same ground for 
the benefit of new participants.” 5 

The terms of these several agreements can be briefly summarized, but 
it must be remembered that they were informal understandings, not written 
contracts. In return for calling off the filibuster and allowing Hayes to be 
counted in, the Democrats were promised that the new President would 
wididraw Federal troops from the South, that he would appoint a leading 
Southern ex-Whig to his cabinet, and that, without making a specific com- 
mitment as to the Texas & Pacific, he would be sympathetic to Southern 
demands for internal improvements. On these terms the heated dispute 
came to an end on March 2, and Senator Ferry announced that Hayes, with 
185 votes, was duly elected President. 

On March 5, 1877 (after a private swearing-in on the 4th, which fell 
on Sunday) Rutherford B. Hayes was peacefully inaugurated President. 
Recognizing that Radical reconstruction was a failure, the President pro- 
ceeded to carry out his part in the agreements made by his friends during 
the recent contest. Even before he was inaugurated, the Republican regime 
in Florida had collapsed. On April 10 Federal troops in South Carolina 
were withdrawn from the state house at Columbia, and on the next day 
Governor Chamberlain, denouncing the action of the President, gave up 
his office and left Hampton undisputed governor. The same result was ac- 
complished in Louisiana on April 24. The fact that Hayes’s title to the 
presidency was bound up with these carpetbag governments in the dis- 
puted Southern states made it seem like giving away his whole case when 
these governments were abandoned and allowed to fall, but Hayes preferred 
conciliation to consistency. 

The remaining parts of the bargain of 1877 were carried out ■with 
varying degrees of faithfulness. Hayes appointed David M. Key, a leading 
former Whig of Tennessee, as his postmaster general and tried to build up 
a native white Republican party in the South by giving appointments to 
“ex-Confederates and stanch Democrats, along with old-line Whigs and 
Douglas Democrats.” 6 The Democrats failed to carry out their pledge (to 
which, however, only a small number of the Southerners had been privy) 


5 Ibid., 196 . 

0 Ibid., 225 . 
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to allow the Republicans to organize the House and name Garfield speaker; 
the Republicans failed to provide the internal improvement legislation the 
South demanded and killed Scott’s railroad bill. The alliance was, conse- 
quently, weakened, but it was not ended. For many years thereafter the 
pattern of cooperation between conservative Southern Democrats and con- 
servative Northern Republicans would continue. 

The settlement of the disputed election of 1876—1877, therefore, 
is one of the great compromiser of American history, deserving to rank 
along with the compromises of 1787, 1820, and 1850. It marked the end 
of force as an element in American political life and a return to the ways 
of conciliation. Never fully implemented, it failed to protect the rights 
of the Negro, and it did not produce a genuine native white Republican 
party in the South. It did, however, settle for many generations the pattern 
of race relations in the South, and it determined the political alignment of 
that section for generations. The settlement,” as Professor Woodward says, 
"was not ideal from any point of view, nor was it very logical either. But 
that is the way of compromises." T 
» Ibid., 4 . 
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Bibliographical Note 

The sources and literature of the Civil War and Reconstruction are of 
enormous proportions. The following list is therefore only a selection made 
with much sifting and with no claim to finality. 1 Jf the list appears long it roust 

1 In the interest of compactness the following abbreviations for periodicals and 
serials have been employed A.L.Q. ( Abraham Lincoln Quarterly); Agr. H. (Agri- 
cultural History); Ala. H. Q. ( Alabama Historical Quarterly); Ala. R. (Alabama 
Review); A H.R. ( American Historical Review), Ann. Rep. A H.A. ( Annual Re- 
port of the American Historical Association); Am. Q. (American Quarterly); Ark. 
H. Q. (Arkansas Historical Quarterly); Bus. Hist. Rev. ( Business History Review); 
Cal. H. S. Q. (California Historical Society Quarterly); C.W.H. (Civil War His- 
tory); Cincinnati Hist. Soc. Bull. (Cincinnati Historical Society Bulletin); Comp. 
Stud in Soc. and Hist. (Comparative Studies in Society and History ); Del. H. (Dela- 
ware History), Fla. H. Q. (Florida Historical Quarterly ); Ga. H. Q. (Georgia His- 
torical Quarterly); Ga. R. (Georgia Review); Ind. M. H. (Indiana Magazine of His- 
tory); Iowa J. H. (loua Journal of History); Iowa J H. 8c P. (Jowa Journal of His- 
tory and Politics); J.A.H. (Journal of American History); J. Ec. H. (Journal of 
Economic Hi story); J.I.S.H.S. (Journal of the Illinois State Historical Society), 
J. Miss. H. (Journal of Mississippi History); J N H. (Journal of Negro History), 
J. Pol. Econ. (Journal of Political Economy); J.S H. (Journal of Southern History), 
Kans. H. Q. (Kansas Historical Quarterly); La. H. (Louisiana History); La. H. Q. 
(Louisiana Historical Quarterly); Mass. H. S. P. (Massachusetts Historical Society 
Proceedings); Md. II. M. (Maryland Historical Magazine), Mid Am. (Mid Amer- 
ica); Mich. II. (Michigan History); Minn. H. (Minnesota History); M.V.H.R. 
(Mississippi Valley Historical Review); Mo. H. R. (Missouri Historical Review); 
N.C.H.R (North Carolina Historical Review); N.E.Q. (New England Quarterly), 
N.J.H. (New Jersey History); N.Y.H. (New York History); N. Y. Hist. Soc. Q. 
(New- York Historical Society Quarterly); Ohio Arch. & H.Q. (Ohio Archaeological 
and Historical Quarterly), Ohio II. (Ohio History); Ohio H. Q. (Ohio Historical 
Quarterly), Ore. FI. Q. (Oregon Historical Quarterly); Pac. H. R. (Pacific Historical 
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cal Society Papers); Sw. H. Q. (Southwestern Historical Quarterly); Sw. Soc. Sci. Q. 
(South ueifcrn Social Science Quarterly); Tenn H. Q. (Tennessee Historical Quar- 
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(Washington University Studies); \V. Pa. II. M. (Western Pennsylvania Historical 
Magazine ); W. Va. II. (West Virginia History); Wm. & M. Q (William and Mary 
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be remembered that in its preparation thousands of items have been eliminated 
and that vast masses of material (archives, manuscripts, government publica- 
tions, newspapers, et cetera) are omitted because it is impracticable to list them 
for so comprehensive a work as this. No attempt has been made to include here 
all the titles cited in the footnotes of the previous pages; readers are requested 
to use the index as a key to these citations. Nor has any effort been made to 
note all the editions through which a given work has passed; the publication 
dates throughout refer to the most convenient or the most useful edition of a 
book. 

There is no one vadc mecum for books and articles dealing with the Civil 
War era. Perhaps the nearest approach to a complete listing of books is the 
Catalogue of Books Represented by Library of Congress Printed Cards (167 v., 
1942—46), its supplements, and its successor, The National Union Catalog 
(1961— date). The fullest listing of articles is in the series, Writings on Ameri- 
can History (1904— date), which does not cover, however, the years 1941—47 
and which as yet extends only through publications of 1958. Most students 
will prefer, at least at the beginning of their researches, a more compact bib- 
liographical guide. Roy P. Basler and others have edited A Guide to the Study 
of the United States of America (i960), which is an annotated list of books 
dealing with all aspects of American thought and life. Because it is more com- 
prehensive, the Harvard Guide to American History, edited by Oscar Handlin 
and others (1954), is more useful; though it now badly needs updating, every 
serious student of American history will make it his handbook. For students of 
the Civil War the new guide, Civil War Books: A Critical Bibliography, edited 
by Allan Nevins, James I. Robertson, Jr., and Bell I. Wiley (1967), promises 
to be invaluable; the first volume covers military aspects of the war, prisons, 
the Negro, naval operations, and diplomacy. 

For unpublished doctoral dissertations on the Civil War-Reconstruction 
period sec Warren F. Keuhl, Dissertations in History (1965), which lists such 
writings through i960. For dissertations since that date see the periodical 
Dissertation Abstracts. 

Manuscript collections for the period are voluminous. The best guides are 
Philip M. Hamer, cd., A Guide to Archives and Manuscripts in the United 
States (1961), and the National Union Catalogue of Manuscript Collections 
(5 v. to date, 1962- ). Some large libraries— c.g., the Pennsylvania Histori- 

cal Society and the Wisconsin State Historical Society — have published valu- 
able annotated guides to their collections. Two comprehensive lists of manu- 
script collections, made by scholars who worked very widely in the field, can be 
found in Allan Nevins, The Emergence of Lincoln, II, 491-92, and in 
J. G. Randall, Lincoln the President, II, 349—53. 

A superb guide to the bulky federal archives for the Civil War and Recon- 
struction years is Kenneth W. Munden and Henry P. Beers, Guide to Federal 
Archives Relating to the Civil War (1962). 

Certain classes of published materials do not lend themselves readily to 
the enumeration of bibliographical titles. Such, for example, are the volumi- 
nous publications of the United States government, among which one should 
note the Congressional Globe (wherein the weighty speeches of solons appear 
with some self-editing), and the "Congressional Documents,” which include 
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the regular serial collections known as House Miscellaneous Documents, House 
Executive Documents, House [Committee] Reports, and corresponding issues 
for the Senate. The indispensable index to this enormous mass of material ([an 
index for which the weary student often wishes a better editing) is Benjamin P. 
Poore's Descriptive Catalogue of Government Publications, 1774—1881. In 
addition to all this, however, there are many other classes of Federal govern- 
ment publications of high value — e.g., the journals of the House and Senate, 
hearings of committees, miscellaneous publications of the departments and 
bureaus. United States Reports (decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States), Federal Cases (decisions of the circuit and district courts). United 
States Statutes at Large, opinions of the attorneys general and the judge advo- 
cates general, et cetera. The serial issues for the years of war and Reconstruc- 
tion are by no means sufficient; many publications pertaining to the period 
have appeared in recent years. The best guides to these voluminous sources are 
Annie M. Boyd, United States Government Publications (and ed., 1941), and 
Laurence F. Schmeclebier, Government Publications and Their Use (1936). 
But no list can give the full enumeration. A competent specialist on govern- 
ment documents is, in fact, necessary to advise as to available material. 

State publications dealing with the subject matter of this book are of vast 
extent and great variety. They comprise codes or revised statutes, which com- 
monly include state constitutions; session laws, legislative journals, including 
governors’ messages; state "documents’’ (reports from executive officers and 
boards); reports of adjutants general (useful on conscription and military mat- 
ters generally); handbooks or bluebooks; and court reports, e.g., Illinois Re- 
ports for the Illinois Supreme court. A valuable guide and compilation is Her- 
man V. Ames, Stare Documents on Federal Relations, 1789-1861 (1907). 

To begin an enumeration of newspapers would involve the embarrassing 
question of where to stop. Obviously this is an exceedingly important body of 
sources, albeit one to be used with caution and critical skepticism. J. G. Ran- 
dall has treated newspapers during the Civil War in 33 A.f/.R. 303-23. 
Newspaper opinion on the secession crisis has been conveniently presented in 
Dwight L. Dumond, ed , Southern Editorials on Secession (1931) and in 
Howard C. Perkins, ed., Northern Editorials on Secession (2 v., 1942). Be- 
sides reproducing a full and representative selection of editorials, these books 
offer a working guide to the journals of the period. There are, of course, his- 
tories of individual newspapers, the best being J. Cutler Andrews, Pittsburgh's 
Post-Gazette (1936), Harry W. Baehr, Jr., The New York Tribune since the 
Civil War (1936), Mejer Berger, The Story of the New York Times (1951), 
Philip Kinsley, The Chicago Tribune: Its First Hundred Years (3 v., 

• 943 — 46), and Allan Nevins, The Evening Post (1922). For a general ac- 
count of newspapers during the period, see Frank L. Mott, American Journal- 
ism (rev. ed., 1950). To locate available files of newspapers, consult Winifred 
Gregory, ed , American Newspapers, 1821— 19361 A Union List . . . (1937). 

There is no adequate modern general treatment of the entire Civil War 
and Reconstruction era. James Schouler*s History of the United States of 
America under the Constitution (7 v., 1894—1913) does cover the whole 
era (in vols. 5—7), but it is thinly researched, highly inaccurate, and narrowly 
political. Far more significant Is James Ford Rhodes, History of the United 
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States from the Compromise of 1 850 ... [to 1877] (7 v., 1893-1900), a 
work of enormous scholarship and of real insight. But Rhodes’s pro-Northern 
bias for the pre-Civil War era and his anti-Negro bias for the Reconstruction 
period have caused his work to become increasingly attacked and, in the light 
of recent monographic investigation, it has grown more and more inadequate 
as an authoritative treatment. For a critique of Rhodes’s writings, see Ray- 
mond C. Miller, “James Ford Rhodes,” in William T. Hutchinson, ed., The 
Marcus W. Jernegan Essays in American Historiography (1958), 171-90. 

Fortunately Allan Nevins has underway a major history which will ulti- 
mately supersede Rhodes. The six volumes presently published — Ordeal of the 
Union (2 v., 1947); The Emergence of Lincoln (2 v., 1950); and The War 
for the Union (2 v., 1959-60) — cover the years 1850—1863. They are char- 
acterized hy exhaustive research, great thoroughness, and literary excellence. 

A number of general histories treat parts of the 1850—77 period. Those 
dealing solely with the war or with Reconstruction are discussed later. Her- 
man E. Von Holst’s Constitutional and Political History of the United States 
(8 v., 1889-92) treats the 1850’s at great length, but it is marred by a vio- 
lent antislavery bias and a profound ignorance of Southern conditions. Though 
scholarly and impartial on both prewar and Civil War years, Edward Chan- 
ning’s History of the United States (Vol. VI. The War for Southern Indepen- 
dence, 1925) is episodic, really a series of monographic investigations. Volumes 
7 and 8 of John Bach McMaster’s History of the People of the United States 
(1883—1913) contain vast amounts of undigested social history, as does his 
History of the People of the United States during Lincoln’s Administration 
(1927), but all three are short on interpretation. 

Of the shorter general works on the 1850’s the most provocative is Avery 
Craven, The Coming of the Civil War (1942; rev. ed., 1957), a fresh and 
original work with decided pro-Southern sympathies. For other statements of 
Craven’s interpretation, see his The Repressible Conflict (1939), his Civil 
War in the Making (1959), and his An Historian and the Civil War (1964). 
Narrower in scope, and even more pro-Southern, is Arthur Y. Lloyd, The 
Slavery Controversy, 1831-1860 (1939). Henry H. Simms, A Decade of Sec- 
tional Controversy, 1851-1 861 (1942), is more temperate, but brief. 
U. B. Phillips, The Course of the South to Secession, ed. E. Merton Coulter 
Ci939)> a w ork of profound wisdom, was unfortunately left incomplete at its 
author’s death. Arthur C. Cole, The Irrepressible Conflict, 1850-1865 
(1934), is particularly valuable on social and cultural changes. William Cat- 
ton and Bruce Catton, Two Roads to Sumter (1963), is an attempt to polarize 
the era around the personalities of Lincoln and Jefferson Davis. Elbert B. 
Smith, T he Death of Slavery (1967), is a very brief recent treatment. An ex- 
cellent administrative history of the period is Leonard D. White’s The Jackson- 
ians (1954). 

For the political history of the entire era two general works are invaluable: 
Eugene Roseboom, History of Presidential Elections (1957), and Edward Stan- 
wood, A History of the Presidency from 1788 to i 9 i6 (2 v., 1916). Kirk H. 
Porter and Donald B. Johnson, cds.. National Party Platforms, 1840-1956 
(1956), is an authoritative compilation. Richard C. Bain, Convention Deci- 
sions and Voting Records (i960), is a valuable guide to the nominating con- 
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ventions. Most historians pay far too little attention to the actual election re- 
turns, which can be examined in The Tribune Almanac for the Years 1838 to 
r868. Inclusive (2 v., 1868), and the supplements thereto, or, more con- 
veniently, in W, Dean Burnham, Presidential Ballots, 1836— i8g2 (1955)- 
For excellent election maps, accompanied by informed commentary, see 
Charles O. Paullin, Atlas of the Historical Geography of the United States, ed. 
John K. Wright (1932). 

BIOGRAPHIES AND AUTOBIOGRAPHIES: DIARIES, LETTERS, 
REMINISCENCES, AND COLLECTED WORKS 
Some of the most important information about the Civil War-Reconstruc- 
tion period is contained in biographies of its principal figures. The diaries and 
reminiscences of the leaders of the South and the North are equally important. 
Since in most cases these biographical writings relate to more than one of the 
subjects discussed in this booh, it has seemed best to group them all together, 
listing them alphabetically by the name of the subject. Though long, this list 
is highly selective. Ephemera have been weeded out, along with many worhs 
that are now out of date. Articles which have been incorporated in later boohs 
by the same authors have been excluded. 

For a fuller biographical bibliography, see Edward H. O'Neill, Biography 
by Americans, 1658-1936 (*939). For an excellent bibliography of materials 
relating to the literary figures of the period (a category that includes Lincoln, 
Calhoun, and many other political leaders) see Robert E. SpiUer, ed„ Literary 
History of the United States, III (1948), and the Supplement edited by Rich- 
ard M. Ludwig (1958). For a comprehensive, standard work of reference on 
the biographies of all prominent Americans, see Dictionary of American Bi- 
ography, ed. by Allen Johnson and Dumas Malone (20 v. plus supplements, 
1928-44). 

Adams, Charles Francis (1807-1886). Adams, Charles Francis, Jr., 
Charles Francis Adam 1 (1909). 

. Diary of Charles Francis Adams. Vols. i-2 ed. by Aida DiPace Donald 

and David Donald; Vols. 3-4 ed. by Marc Friedlaender and L. H. Butterfield 
(1964-68). 

. Duberman, Martin B., Charles Francis Adams, 1806— 1886 (1961). 

. Ferris, Norman B., "An American Diplomatist . . . Confronts Victorian 

Society, 1861,” 15 History Today, 550-58 (1965). 

— — . See also Henry Adams. 

adams, Charles Francis (1835-1915), Charles Francis Adams, 1835- 
1915: An Autobiography . . . (1916). 

— . Kirkland, Edward C., Charles Francis Adams, Jr., 1835—1915: The 
Patrician at Bay (1965). 

adams, henry. The Education of Henry Adams • An Autobiography (1918). 

. Ford, Worthington C., ed., A Cycle of Adams Letters, 1861— 1865 (2 v., 

1920). 

— . Samuels, Ernest, Henry Adams: The Major Phase (1964). 

— — . Samuels, Ernest, Henry Adams- The Middle Years (1958). 

. Samuels, Ernest, The Young Henry Adams ( 1948). 
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reports are indispensable, See also the invaluable compilation, Historical Sta- 
tistics of the United States: Colonial Times to 1957 (i960). Charles O. Paul- 
lin’s Atlas of the Historical Geography of the United States, previously cited, 
contains numerous useful maps on economic and social changes. 

For business cycles that so profoundly affected the American economy see 
Walter B. Smith and Arthur H. Cole, Fluctuations in American Business, 
1790-1860 (1935). Also useful are Arthur H. Cole, Wholesale Commodity 
Prices in the United States, 1700-1861 (1938), and Robert F. Martin, Na- 
tional Income in the United States, 1799-1938 (1939). George W. Van 
Vleck, The Panic of 1857 (1943), is inadequate. Edgar W. Martin, The 
Standard of Living in i860 (1942), is valuable. 

Emory R. Johnson and others, History of Domestic and Foreign Commerce 
of the United States (2 v., 1915), is a standard work, as is Caroline E. Mac- 
Gill and others, History of Transportation in the United States before i860 
(1917). Seymour Dunbar, A History of Travel in America (4 v., 1915), is 
popular and readable. For conflicting views of the impact of the railroads on the 
American economy see Albert Fishlow, American Railroads and the Trans- 
formation of the Ante-Bellum Economy (1965), and Robert W. Fogel, Rail- 
roads and American Economic Growth (1964). Two local studies of special 
significance are Charles H. Ambler, A History of Transportation in the Ohio 
Valley (1932), and Louis C. Hunter, Steamboats on the Western Rivers 
(1949). Alfred D. Chandler, Jr., ed., The Railroads: The Nation's First Big 
Business (1965), is a thoughtfully edited collection of documents. 

Victor S. Clark, History of Manufactures in the United States (3 v., 
1929), is an invaluable compendium. Arthur H. Cole, The American Wool 
Manufacture (2 v., 1926), is a model history. On cotton manufacturing see 
Caroline F. Ware’s thorough The Early New England Cotton Manufacture 
(1931) and Hannah Josephson’s lively The Golden Threads (1949). Walde- 
mar Kaempffert, ed., A Popular History of American Invention (2 v., 1924), 
is superficial; it should be supplemented by Dirk J. Struik, Yankee Science in 
the Making (1948). 

Bray Hammond, Banks and Politics in America (1957), is a masterly 
study which replaces all previous works in its field. It can be supplemented at 
points, however, by Fritz Redlich, The Molding of American Banking (2 v., 
1947 - 50 - 

The relation of the government to the American economy has been repeat- 
edly analyzed. Still standard are Davis R. Dewey, Financial History of the 
United States (1903), and F. W. Taussig, The Tariff History of the United 
States (5th ed„ 1910). Fuller on the Civil War era is Edward Stanwood, 
American Tariff Controversies in the Nineteenth Century (2 v., 1904). See 
also Richard Hofstadter, "The Tariff Issue on the Eve of the Civil War,” 44 
A.H.R. 5 0_ 55 ( 1 9 3 8 ) ■ Sidney Ratner, Taxation and Democracy in America 
(2nd ed., 1967), stands alone in its field. The myth of laissez-faire is effec- 
tively demolished in Carter Goodrich, Government Promotion of American 
Canals «nd Railroads, 1800-1890 (i960), and in Goodrich’s book of readings, 
The Government and the Economy, 1783-1861 (1967). Four exemplary 
monographs deal with the relation between government and the economy in 
key states: Oscar and Mary F. Handlin, Commonwealth [Massachusetts] 
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hensive work dealing with all aspects of agriculture in the period from 1815 
to i860. P. W. Bidwell and J. I. Falconer, History of Agriculture in the 
Northern United States, 1620-1860 (1925), is authoritative. Reynold M. 
Wik, Steam Power on the American Farm (1953), is an illuminating mono- 
graph. Works on Southern agriculture are listed separately. 

The literature on the West is extensive. The best general history, which 
contains an admirable bibliography, is Ray A. Billington, Westward Expansion 
(1949). Also useful are E. D. Branch’s sprightly Westward (1930), 
Thomas D. Clark’s accurate Frontier America (1959), and Robert E. Riegel’s 
sober America Moves West (2nd ed., 1948). Ray A. Billington, The Far West- 
ern Frontier, 183 0-1860 (1956), is full and scholarly. The actual process of 
migration to the Northwest can be traced in Lois K. Matthews, The Expansion 
of New England, 1620-1865 (1909), and in Stewart H. Holbrook, Yankee 
Exodus (1950). On the public lands the standard work is Roy M. Robbins, 
Our Landed Heritage (1942). 

State and regional studies often offer valuable insights into the social and 
economic changes that were transforming the United States. For New England 
one must consult Samuel E. Morison, The Maritime History of Massachusetts, 
1783— 1860 (1921); Edward C. Kirkland, Men, Cities and Transportation 
(2 v., 1948); and Harold F. Wilson, The Hill Country of New England 
(1936). On the Middle States Robert G. Albion, The Rise of New York Port, 
1815-1860 (1939), and Philip S. Foner, Business and Slavery (1941), are 
particularly useful. Of the many studies of the Old Northwest, the following 
are basic: John G. Clark, The Grain Trade in the Old Northwest (1966); 
A. L. Kohlmcicr, The Old Northwest as the Keystone of the Arch of American 
Federal Union (1938); William A. Mabry, "Ante-Bellum Cincinnati and its 
Southern Trade,” in David K. Jackson, ed., American Studies in Honor of 
William Kenneth Boyd (1940), 60-85; Wyatt W. Belcher, The Economic 
Rivalry between St. Louis and Chicago, 1850-1880 (1947); and, especially, 
Homer C. Hubbart, The Older Middle West, 1840-1880 (1936). See also 
Morton Rothstein, “Antebellum Wheat and Cotton Exports: Contrasts in Mar- 
keting Organization and Economic Development,” 40 Agr. H. 91-100 (1965). 

On American thought in the pre-Civil War decades there are four excellent 
general treatments: Irving H. Bartlett, The American Mind in the Mid-Nine- 
teenth Century (1967); Merle E. Curti, The Growth of American Thought 
( 1 943 ); Ralph H. Gabriel, The Course of American Democratic Thought 
(1940); and Vernon L. Parrington, Main Currents in American Thought (3 
v., 1927—30]). Literary and cultural developments can be traced in Robert 
E. Spiller and others, Literary History of the United States (3 v., 1948), 
and in Van Wyck Brooks, Makers and Finders (5 v., 1936-52). Oliver W. 
Larkin, Art and Life in America (1949), is a richly rewarding study. 
W. W. Sweet, The Story of Religion in America (rev. ed., 1939), is a stan- 
dard but not a very perceptive work. On popular culture see Carl Bode, The 
American Lyceum (1956), and Bode, The Anatomy of American Popular 
Culture, 1 840—1861 (1959). A satisfactory history of American education 
is badly needed. E. P. Cubberley, Public Education in the United States (rev. 
ed., 1934), contains many useful facts, but for its severe limitations see 
Lawrence A. Cremin, The Wonderful World of Ellwood Patterson Cubberley 
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and Disunion, 1858-1861 (1963); David B. Davis, "The Emergence of Im- 
mediatism in British and American Antislavery Thought,” 49 M.V.H.R. 209- 
30 (1962); John Demos, “The Antislavery Movement and the Problem of 
Violent ‘Means,’” 37 N.E.Q. 501-26 (1964); Leon F. Litwack, “The Abo- 
litionist Dilemma: The Antislavery Movement and the Northern Negro,” 34 
N.E.Q. 50-73 (1961); Anne C. Loveland, “Evangelicalism and 'Immediate 
Emancipation’ in American Antislavery Thought,” 32 J.S.H. 172-88 (1966); 
and William H. and Jane H. Pease, "Antislavery Ambivalence: Immediatism, 
Expediency, Race,” 17 Am. Q. 682—95 (1965). 

Other historians have been more concerned with the social and institutional 
setting in which the abolitionists operated. Hazel C. Wolf, On Freedom’s Altar 
(1952), conceived that antislavery leaders were motivated by a martyr com- 
plex. David Donald in Lincoln Reconsidered, 19-36, suggested that the abo- 
litionists were a displaced elite. Robert A. Skotheim, in 25 J.S.H. 356—65 
(1959), strongly criticized Donald’s methods, and many of the contributors to 
Duberman, ed., The Anlislavery Vanguard, deplored his conclusions. His in- 
terpretation was, however, upheld in Lawrence Lader, The Bold Brahmins: 
New England's War against Slavery, 1831— 1863 (1961). Meanwhile, Stanley 
M. Elkins, Slavery, 140-222, presented a view of abolitionists somewhat paral- 
lel to Donald’s. It comes under vigorous attack in Aileen Kraditor, Means and 
Ends in American Abolitionism (1969). For other essays relating to these 
controversies see Robert W. Doherty, “Status Anxiety and American Reform: 
Some Alternatives,” 19 Am. Q. 329-37 (1967); Martin B. Duberman, “The 
Abolitionists and Psychology,” 47 J.N.H. 183-91 (1962); Betty Fladeland, 
“Who Were the Abolitionists?” 49 J.N.H. 99-115 (1964); and Staugh- 
ton Lynd, "Rethinking Slavery and Reconstruction,” 50 J.N.H. 198—209 
(1965). 

There arc four full-length studies of the underground railroad: William 
Brcyfogle, Make Free (1958); Henrietta Buckmaster, Let My People Go 
(1941); Wilbur H. Siebcrt, Underground Railroad from Slavery to Freedom 
(1899); and Horatio T. Strother, The Underground Railroad in Connecticut 
(1962). The findings of all four authors are strongly questioned in Larry Gara, 
The Liberty Line: The Legend of the Underground Railroad (1961). 

Among much other valuable material on the antislavery movement there 
is here space to list only a few of the most important titles: Julian P. Bretz, 
“The Economic Background of the Liberty Party,” 34 A.H.R. 250-64 (1929); 
Merton L. Dillon, "The Failure of the American Abolitionists,” 25 J.S.H. 
159-77 (i 959 >. Benjamin Quarles, “Sources of Abolitionist Income,” 32 
M.V.H.R. 63-76 (1945); Russel B. Nye, Fettered Freedom: Civil Liberties 
and the Slavery Controversy, 183 0-1860 (2nd ed., 1964); Henry H. Simms, 
"A Critical Analysis of Abolition Literature, 1830-1840,” 6 J.S.H. 368-82 
(1940); and Lorenzo D. Turner, Antislavery Sentiment in American Literature 
Prior to 1865 (1929). 

The attitude of the clergy toward antislavery and other reform movements 
has been fully explored in John R. Bodo, The Protestant Clergy and Public 
Issues, 7812—1848 (1954); Charles C. Cole, Jr., The Social Ideas of the 
Northern Evangelists, 1826-1860 (1954); Donald G. Mathews, Slavery and 
Methodism (1965); and Timothy L. Smith, Revivalism and Social Reform in 
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terpretation is William E. Dodd, The Cotton Kingdom (1919)- Clement 
Eaton, The Growth of Southern Civilization (1961), is a scholarly and bal- 
anced study, strongly emphasizing social and cultural developments. Charles S. 
Sydnor, The Development of Southern Sectionalism, 1 8 19-1848 (1948), is 
a profound, thoughtful book, by far the best account of tbe section in these 
crucial decades. Avery O. Craven, The Growth of Southern Nationalism, 
1848—1861 (1953), is less valuable on Southern internal developments but 
useful in appraising Southern reactions to national happenings. David M. 
Potter, The South and the Sectional Conflict (1968), is a collection of essays, 
united by the author’s lively intelligence and his mastery of other social science 
disciplines. Six provocative interpretations of Southern history are: Thomas P. 
Govan, “Was the Old South Different?” 21 J.S.H. 447—55 0955 )’ 
U. B. Phillips, “The Central Theme of Southern History,” 34 A.H.R. 30—43 
(1928); Francis B. Simkins, The Everlasting South (1963); Earl E. Thorpe, 
Eros and Freedom in Southern Life and Thought (1967); T. Harry Williams, 
Romance and Realism in Southern Politics (1961); and C. Vann Woodward, 
"The Irony of Southern History,” 19 J.S.H. 3—19 (1953). Also stimulating are 
the essays in Charles G. Sellers, Jr., ed., The Southerner as American (i960), 
and Trank E. Vandiver, ed., The Idea of the South (1964). 

On the ante-bellum Southern economy the most accessible contemporary 
source is J. D. B. De Bow, The Industrial Resources of the Southern and 
Western States (3 v., 1852-53), composed of articles previously published in 
the influential De Bow’s Review. The classic travel account is that by Fred- 
erick L. Olmsted, The Cotton Kingdom; the best edition is that with an intro- 
duction by Arthur M. Schlesinger (1953). For other travelers in the ante- 
bellum South see Thomas D. Clark, ed., The Ante Bellttm South, 1825— 1860: 
Cotton, Slavery, and Conflict ( Travels in the Old South: A Bibliography, III, 
1959). Laura A. White, "The South in the 1850’s as Seen by British Consuls,” 
1 J.S.H. 29-48 (1935), is fresh and informative. Of the many contemporary 
accounts three merit special notice: Hinton R. Helper, The Impending Crisis 
of the South (1857; new ed. with introduction by George Fredrickson, 1968), 
a devastating critique by a Southern poor white; Daniel R. Hundley, Social 
Relations in Our Souther n States (i860), one of the few books to achieve an 
understanding of the complex social structure of the region; and Thomas P. 
Kettell, Southern Wealth and Northern Profits (new ed. 1965, with intro- 
duction by Fletcher M. Green), which stresses the colonial economic status 
of the South. Two anthologies of contemporary materials deserve mention: 
Katharine M. Jones, ed., The Plantation South (1957), and Willard Thorp, 
ed., A Southern Reader (1955). 

The classic account of the ante-bellum society and economy is Ulrich B. 
Phillips, Life and Labor in the Old South (1929), distinguished alike for its 
broad research and its felicitous style. In recent years Phillips’s views have come 
under increasing attack. Richard Hofstadter, "U. B. Phillips and the Plantation 
Legend,” 29 J.N.H. 109-24 (1944), R. F. Kuglcr, "U. B. Phillips’ Use of 
Sources,” 47 J.N.H. 153-68 (1962), and Sam E. Salem, “U. B. Phillips and 
the Scientific Tradition,” 44 Go. H. Q. 172—85 (i960), criticize his methodol- 
ogy, while Frank L. Owsley and a series of his students, using manuscript 
census returns, claim that Phillips ignored the prosperous agricultural middle 
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class of the South. Owsley’s views may he found in his Plain Folk of the Old 
South (1949) and in two articles written in collaboration with Harriet C. 
Owsley: “The Economic Basis of Society in the Late Ante-Bellum South,” 6 
JS.H, 24-45 (1940): and “The Economic Structure of Rural Tennessee, 
1850-1860,” 8 J.S.H, 161—82 (1942). Studies by Owsley’s students include 
Blanche H. Clark, The Tennessee Yeoman, 1840—1860 (1942); Harry L. 
Coles, "Some Notes on Shveownership and Landorvnership in Louisiana, 
1850-1860," 9 J.S.H. 38 *“93 Cl 943); and Herbert Weaver, Mississippi 
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petence is contained in Fabian linden, “Economic Democracy in the Slave 
South,” 31 J.N.H. 140—89 Ci 946). Robert R. Russel, ''The Effects of Slavery 
upon Nonslaveholders in the Ante Bellum South,” 15 Agr. H. 112—26 
( I 940. tends to agree with the Owsley view; James C. Bonner, “Profile of a 
Late Ante-Bellum Community,” 49 A.H.R. 663-80 C>944)» and Roger W. 
$hugg, Origins of Class Struggle in Louisiana (1939), tend to refute Owsley’s 
findings. 

The most recent major reinterpretation of the Southern social order is 
Eugene D. Genovese’s thought-provoking The Political Economy of Slavery 
C* 965), which shares the views, though not the values, presented in Phillips's 
uoric. L,fc e Phillips, Genovese argues that the South had “a social system and 
a civilization with a distinct class structure, political community, economy, 
ideology, and set of psychological patterns” that made it different from the rest 
of the country. 

On the Southern poor white (as distinguished from Owsley's "yeoman" 
farmer) see Paul H. Buck, “The Poor Whites of the Ante-Bellum South,” 31 
A.H.R. 41-54 (1925), and Shields Mcllwaine, The Southern Poor-White 
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Lewis C. Gray, History of Agriculture in the Southern United States to 
i860 (2 v., 1933), is a magisterial study of great importance. For studies of 
individual crops see Stuart Bruehey, ed., Colton and the Grouth of the Ameri- 
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King Cotton (1956); Harold D. Woodman, King Cotton and His Retainers 
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seph C. Robert, The Tobacco Kingdom (1938); and Robert, The Story of To- 
bacco m America (1949). 

Agricultural methods arc discussed by L. C. Gray and in William C. Bag- 
ley, Jr-. Soil Evhaiuiion and the Cnil War (1942), and in Avery O. Craven, 
Soil Exhaustion as a Factor in the Agricultural History of Virginia and Mary- 
land, >606—1860 (1925). Efforts to reform Southern farming practices are 
presented in James C. Bonner, "Genesis of Agricultural Reform in the Cotton 
Belt,” 9 J.S.H. 475-5°° (i943). an d *n Craven's biography of Ruffin. For 
the view that these reforms mere not, and could not be, successful, see Gcno- 
VCSC.The Political Fconomy of Slavery, 124—53. 

Several state studies round out the story of Southern agriculture: James C. 
Bonner, A History of Georgia Agriculture, ^32-1860 (1964); Cornelius o' 
Cathey. Agricultural Dei eiopmenn in North Carolina, 17 83-1860 (1956)- 
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Seven articles, not easy to classify but all dealing with aspects of Southern 
culture, are especially provocative: James C. Bonner, “Plantation Architec- 
ture of' the Lower South on the Eve of the Civil War,” 11 J.S.H. 370-88 
(1945); Guy A. Cardwell, “The Duel in the Old South: Crux of a Concept,” 
66 S.A.Q. 50-69 (1967); Herbert Collins, "The Southern Industrial Gospel 
before i860,” 12 J.S.H. 386-402 (1946); Clement Eaton, “Mob Violence in 
the Old South,” 29 M.V.H.R. 351-70 (1942); Richard Shryock, "Cultural 
Factors in the History of the South,” 5 J.S.H. 333-46 (i 939 >» Charles S. Syd- 
nor, “The Southerner and the Laws," 6 J.S.H. 3-23 (1940); and Paton Yo- 
der, “Private Hospitality in the South, 1775-1850,” 47 M.V.H.R. 419-33 
(1960). 

Several state and regional studies are very useful: Earl W. Fornell, The 
Galveston Era: The Texas Crescent on the Eve of Secession (1961); F. Gar- 
vin Davenport, Ante-Bellum Kentucky (1943) and Cultural Life in Nashville 
on the Eve of the Civil War (1941); Guion G. Johnson, Ante-Bellum North 
Carolina 0937 ) and A Social History of the Sea Islands (1930); Rosser H. 
Taylor, Ante-Bellum South Carolina (1942); and Jack K. Williams, Vogues 
in Villainy: Crime and Retribution in Ante-Bellum South Carolina C 1 9 5 9 • 

ANTE-BELLUM NEGROES IN SLAVERY AND IN FREEDOM 

The best general history of the Negro in America is John H. Franklin’s au- 
thoritative From Slavery to Freedom (3rd cd., 1967). An excellent shorter ac- 
count is August Meier and Elliott Rudwick, From Plantation to Ghetto ( 1 966). 
Saunders Redding, The Lonesome Road (1958), is episodic, and Benjamin 
Quarles, The Negro in the Making of America (1964), is brief. Richard Bar- 
dolph, The Negro Vanguard (1959), offers a perceptive study of Negro lead- 
ership. Oscar Handlin, Race and Nationality in American Life (1957), con- 
tains some provocative essays, and Thomas F. Gossett, Race: The History of an 
Idea in America (1963), William R. Stanton, The Leopard's Spots (i960), 
and J. C. Furnas, Goodbye to Uncle Tom (1956), are valuable on racial atti- 
tudes. Three useful documentary collections are: Herbert Aptheker, ed., A 
Documentary History of the Negro People in the United States (1951); Les- 
lie H. Fishcl, Jr., and Benjamin Quarles, cds., The Negro American (1967); 
and Gilbert Osofsky, ed., The Burden of Race (1967). 

Four excellent and provocative introductions to the enormous literature on 
American Negro slavery arc: Stanley M. Elkins, Slavery (1959), 1-26; 
Chase C. Mooney, “The Literature of Slavery,” 47 hid. M. H. 251-60 (1951); 
Kenneth M. Stampp, “The Historian and Southern Negro Slavery,” 57 A.H.R. 
613-24 (i 95 2 ); and Bennett H. Wall, “African Slavery,” in Arthur S. Link 
and Rembcrt W. Patrick, cds., Writing Southern History (1965), 175-97. 
See also David B. Davis’s stimulating "Slavery,” in C. Vann Woodward, ed., 
The Comparative Approach to American History (1968), 121-34. Allen 
Weinstein and Frank O. Gatcll, eds., American Negro Slavery (1968), is a 
reader which includes many diverse interpretations. 

Slaves tell their own story in B. A. Botkin, ed., Lay My Burden Down 
(1945). in Charles H. Nichols, Many Thousand Gone: The Ex-Slaves' Ac- 
count of Their Bondage and Freedom (1963), and in Carter G. Woodson, ed., 
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The Mind of the Negro as Reflected tn Letters Written during the Crisis, 
1800—1860 Ci 93<>)- For a description of a little-used collection of such source 
materials see Norman R. Yetman, “The Background of the Slave Narrative 
Collection,” 19 Am. Q. 534—53 (1967). 

For many years the standard history of slavery was Ulrich B. Phillips, 
American Negro Slavery (>9*8), a work based upon vast research and charac- 
terized by sympathy toward the slaveholders. In recent years Phillips’s views 
have come increasingly under attack, and Kenneth M. Stampp’s authoritative 
The Peculiar Institution (1956) is a thorough-going refutation from a pro- 
nounced Northern point of view. Eugene D. Genovese has come strongly to 
Phillips’s defense, writing a highly favorable introduction to a new edition of 
American Negro Slavery (1966), collecting and editing Phillips’s scattered es- 
says under the title, The Slave Economy of the Old South (1968), and pub- 
lishing "Race and Class in Southern History: An Appraisal of the Work of UJ- 
rich Bonnell Phillips,” 41 Agr. II. 345-58 (1967). For evaluations of Geno- 
vese's attempts to rehabilitate Phillips, see the thoughtful comments by Da- 
vid M. Potter, Kenneth M. Stampp, and Stanley M. Elkins in 41 Agr. H. 359- 
72 (1967). 

Meanwhile Stanley M. Elkins's Slavery has marked an attempt to change 
the ground of the argument by asking what effect slavery had upon the Ne- 
gro’s personality and by comparing American Negro slavery with servitude in 
other countries. It is clear that Elkins has Overstrained his analogy between 
Southern slavery and life in the concentration camps of World War II; see 
George M. Fredrickson and Christopher Lasch, “Resistance to Slavery,” 13 
C.W./J. 315-29 (1967); Eugene D. Genovese, "Rebelliousness and Docility 
in the Negro Slave,” 13 C.W.If. 293-3x4 (1967); and Mary A. Lewis, "Slav- 
ery and Personality,” 19 Am. Q. 114-21 (1967). Elkins’s call for compara- 
tive studies of slave systems has been met by Herbert S. Klein, Slaiery in the 
Americas: A Comparative Study of Virginia and Cuba (1967), and Arnold A. 
Sio, "Interpretations of Slavery: The Slave Status in the Americas,” 7 Comp. 
Stud, in Soc. and ffist. 289-308 (1965)- fn The Problem of Slavery in West- 
ern Culture, already cited, David B. Davis challenges Elkins's thesis that slavery 
in the United States was uniquely harsh. 

The best local and state studies of slavery are: James C. Ballagh, A History 
of Slavery in Virginia (igol); John S. Bassett, Slavery in the State of North 
Carolina ( 1 899); J. Winston Coleman, Jr., Slavery Times in Kentucky (1940); 
Lvlc W. Dorsett, "Slaveholding in Jackson County, Missouri," 20 Mo. Illsf. 
Soc. Bull. 25—37 (1963); Ralph B. Flanders, Plantation Slavery in Georgia 
(>9I3): Constance M. Green, The Secret City: A History of Race Relations 
in the Notion's Capital (1967): John S. Kendall, "New Orleans' T miliar In- 
stitution.' ” 23 La. 11 . Q. 864-86 (1940), Alton V. Moody, "Slavery on Loui- 
siana Sugar Plantations," 7 La. If. Q. 191—301 ( 1924), Chase C. Mooney, 
Slavery in Tennessee (1957); Edward W. Phifer, "Slavery in Microcosm: 
Burke County, North Carolina,” 28 J.SH. *37—65 (1962); John Milton 
Price. "Slavery in Winn Parish," 8 La. ft. 137—48 (1967); Walter Prichard, 
"Routine on a Louisiana Sugar Plantation under the Slavery Regime,” 14 
M.V.H.R. 168-78 (1927); Robert C. Rcindcrs, "Slavery in New Orleans fn 
the Decade before the Civil War,” 44 Mid-America 21 1—20 (1962); James B. 
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Sellers, Slavery in Alabama (1950); Charles S. Sydnor, Slavery in Mississippi 
(i 933 ); I oe G. Taylor, Negro Slavery in Louisiana (1963); Orville W. Tay- 
lor, Negro Slavery in Arkansas (1958); Rosser H. Taylor, Slaveholding in 
North Carolina (1926); Harrison A. Trexler, Slavery in Missouri, 1804-1865 
(1914); Edwin L. Williams, Jr., “Negro Slavery in Florida,” 28 Fla. H. Q. 
93-110 Ci 949 )- Of these, the works by Flanders, Mooney, Phifer, and Syd- 
nor are outstanding. Richard C. Wade, Slavery in the Cities: The South, 
1820-1860 (1964), is an able and original study of the “peculiar institution” 
in Baltimore, Charleston, Louisville, Mobile, New Orleans, Norfolk, Rich- 
mond, St. Louis, Savannah, and Washington. 

All these works contain information on the treatment of slaves. See also 
the excellent chapter in Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, I, 412—61. A special 
aspect of this subject is discussed in William D. Postell, The Health of Slaves 
on Southern Plantations (1951), and in Bennett H. Wall, "Medical Care of 
Ebenezer Pettigrew’s Slaves,” 37 M.V.H.R. 451—70 0950 - A vast amount 
of information on virtually every aspect of the slave system can be found in 
Helen T. Catterall, ed., Judicial Cases Concerning American Slavery and the 
Negro (5 v., 1926-37). 

Too little attention has been given to nonagricultural employment of slaves. 
For exceptions, see S. Sydney Bradford, “The Negro Ironworker in Ante Bel- 
lum Virginia,” 25 J.S.H. 194-206 (1959), and Kathleen Bruce, "Slave Labor 
in the Virginia Iron Industry,” 7 Wm. &■ M. Q. 2 ser. 21—31 (1927). The 
works dealing with the industrialization of the South, listed above, also discuss 
the subject, at least in passing. The problem of the quasi-free slave, who was 
hired out, is treated in Clement Eaton, "Slave-Hiring in the Upper South,” 46 
M.V.H.R. 663—78 (1960), and in Richard B. Morris, "The Measure of Bond- 
age in the Slave States,” 41 M.V.H.R. 219-40 (1954). See also John H. 
Moore, “Simon Gray, Rivcrman: A Slave Who Was Almost Free,” 49 M.V.H.R. 
472-84 (1962). 

Herbert Aptheker, American Negro Slave Revolts (1943), and Nicholas 
Ilalasz, The Rattling Chains (1966), are overstated accounts of discontent 
among slaves. That there was unrest, however, cannot be denied. Sometimes it 
took the form described in Raymond A. and Alice H. Bauer, "Day to Day Re- 
sistance to Slavery,” 27 J.N.H. 388-419 (1942); sometimes it resulted in 
criminal action against the masters, as described in Marion J. Russell, "Ameri- 
can Slave Discontent in Records of the High Courts,” 31 J.N.H. 411-34 
(1946). Rarely it erupted in the sort of conspiracies which are treated in 
Wendell G. Addington, “Slave Insurrections in Texas,” 35 J.N.H. 408-34 
(1950); Herbert Aptheker, Nat Turner's Slave Rehellion, together with the 
Full Text of the So-called "Confessions" of Nat Turner . . . (1966); Wil- 
liam S. Drcwry, Slave Insurrections in Virginia (1900); Drewry, The South- 
ampton Insurrection (1900); Davidson B. McKibben, “Negro Slave Insurrec- 
tions in Mississippi, 1800-1865,” 34 J.N.H. 73-90 O949); Charles S. Syd- 
nor, “Slave Conspiracies in North Carolina,” 5 N.C.H.R. 20-34 (1928); 
William W. White, “The Texas Slave Insurrection in 1 860,” 52 Sir. H. Q. 
259-85 (1949); and Harvey Wish, “The Slave Insurrection Panic of 1856," 
5 J.S.H. 206—22 (1939)- Historians have difficulty in evaluating the factual 
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basis for many of these alleged slave plots and conspiracies; for conflicting 
views on one of the roost famous of these episodes see John Lofton, Insurrec- 
tion in South Carolina* The Turbulent World of Denmark Vesey (1964), and 
Richard C. Wade, "The Vesey Plot: A Reconsideration,” 30 J.S H. 143—61 

(1964). 

Far too little has been written about the slave trade in the nineteenth cen- 
tury. See, however, W. E. B. DuBois, The Suppression of the African Slave- 
Trade to the United States of America, 1638—1870 (1895); Peter Duignan 
and Clarence CJcndetien, The United States and the African Slate Trade, 
1619—1862 (1963); Warren S. Howard, American Slavers and the Federal 
Law, 1837—1862 0963); and Daniel P. Mannix and Malcolm Cowley, 
Black Cargoes- A History of the Atlantic Slave Trade, 1518—1865 (1962). 
Four es$a>$ dealing with the abortive attempt to reopen the slave trade are: 
Barton J. Bernstein, "Southern Politics and Attempts to Reopen the African 
Slave Trade,” 51 J N.H. 16—35 (1966); XV. J. Carnathan, “The Proposal to 
Reopen the African Slave Trade in the South, 1854-1860,” 25 S.A.Q. 410— 
J9 (1916); Ronald Takaki, "The Movement to Reopen the African Slave 
Trade in South Carolina," 66 SC.ff.Af. 38-54 (1965), and Harvey Wish, 
"The Revival of the African Slave Trade in the United States, 1856-1860," 
27 Al.V.H.R. 569-88 (1941). On the internal slave trade, see, in addition to 
Bancroft’s Slave-Trading and Stephenson's Isaac Franklin, previously listed, 
XVinfield H. Collins, The Domestic Slave Trade of the Southern States (1904), 
William T. Laprade, “The Domestic Slave Trade in the District of Columbia,” 
11 J.N.H. 17-34 (1926), and Charles H. Wesley, "Manifests of Slave Ship- 
ments along the Waterways, 1808-1864,” 27 J.S H. 155-74 (1942). 

The profitability of slavery is a moot point among historians. U. B. Phillips 
gave a powerful argument against its profitability in American Negro Slavery; 
see also his "The Economic Cost of Slave Holding in the Cotton Belt," 20 
P.S Q. 257-75 (1905)- Sydnor, in Slatery tn Mississippi, also held that slav- 
ery brought in meager returns to the owners, as docs Nevins in Ordeal of the 
Union, 1 , 462—97. Edward Saravdar, "A Note on the Profitability of Ante Bel- 
lum Slavery,” 30 So. Eton. J. 325—32 C1964), reaches the same conclusion 
from an economist’s point of view. Charles \V. Ramsdcll, "The Natural Limits 
of Slavery Expansion,” 16 M.V.ll.R. 151—71 (1929), argued that slavery was 
doomed because by the 1850’s there was no territory into which it could prof- 
itably expand. Lewis C. Gray, History of Agriculture in the Southern United 
States, and Kenneth M. Sr a mpp. The Peculiar Institution, oppose these conclu- 
sions. Further arguments that slavery was profitable can be found in Thomas P. 
Govan, "Was Plantation Slavery Profitable^” 8 J.S f/. 513-3S (1942); Al- 
fred II. Conrad and John II. Alejer, "The Economics 0/ Slavery in the Ante 
Bcltum South,” 66 J. Pol Fcon. 95—130 (1958); Robert W. Smith, "Was 
Slavery Unprofitable in the Ante-Bellum South?" 20 Agr. If. 62-64 ( 1 946); 
and Richard Sutrh, “The Profitability of Ante Belluro Slav cry — Revisited,” 3 1 
So. Feon. J. 365-77 (1965). See also three articles bv George R. Wool folk: 
"Cotton Capitalism and Slave Labor in Texas,” 37 Sve. Soc Scl. Q. 43-52 
(1956); "Planter Capitalism and Slavery," 41 J.N.H. 103-16 (1956): and 
Taxes and Slavery in the Ante Bellum South." 26 J.S. If. 180-200 (i960). 
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The whole argument is carefully evaluated and the evidence reexamined in 
Harold D. Woodman, “The Profitability of Slavery: A Historical Perennial,” 
29 J.S.H. 303-25 (1963). 

At the same time historians have disagreed as to the general effects of slav- 
ery upon Southern economic growth. For key statements on this issue see the 
symposium by Alfred H. Conrad, Douglas Dowd, Stanley Engerman, Eli Ginz- 
berg, Charles Kelso, John R. Meyer, Harry N. Scheiber, and Richard Sutch on 
“Slavery as an Obstacle to Economic Growth in the United States,” 27 J. Ec. 
H. 518-60 Ci 967); Stanley L. Engerman, "The Effects of Slavery upon the 
Southern Economy,” 4 Explorations in Entrepreneurial History 2nd ser., 71— 
97 Ci 967); Robert Evans, Jr., “The Economics of American Negro Slavery,” 
in Aspects of Labor Economics (1962), 183—256; John E. Moes, “Absorption 
of Capital in Slave Labor in the Ante-bellum South and Economic Growth,” 
20 American Journal of Economics 535—41 (1961); Robert R. Russel, "The 
General Effects of Slavery upon Southern Economic Progress,” 4 J.S.H. 34—54 
C 1 9 3 8 ) ; and Marvin Fischbaum and Julius Rubin, “Slavery and the Economic 
Development of the American South,” 6 Explorations in Entrepreneurial His- 
tory, 2nd ser., 116-27 C1968). For an intelligently edited collection of docu- 
ments and readings on this topic see Harold D. Woodman, ed., Slavery and the 
Southern Economy (1966). 

There are several rewarding studies of the free Negro in the South: J. Mer- 
ton England, "The Free Negro in Ante-Bellum Tennessee,” 9 J.S.H. 37—58 
(1943); E. Horace Fitchett, "The Origin and Growth of the Free Negro Popu- 
lation of Charleston, South Carolina," 36 J.N.H. 421-37 (1941); John H. 
Franklin, The Free Negro in North Carolina, 1790-1860 (1943); Luther P. 
Jackson, Free Negro Labor and Property Holding in Virginia, 1830-1860 
C1942); Leon Litwack, “The Federal Government and the Free Negro, 1790— 
i860,” 43 J.N.H. 261—78 (1958); John H. Russell, The Free Negro in Vir- 
ginia, 1619-1865 (1913); Donald J. Senese, "The Free Negro and the South 
Carolina Courts, 1790-1860,” 68 S.C.H.M. 140-53 (1967); Annie L. W. 
Stahl, "The Free Negro in Ante-Bellum Louisiana,” 25 La. H. Q. 300-96 
0942); Charles S. Sydnor, "The Free Negro in Mississippi before the Civil 
War," 32 A.H.R. 769-88 (1927); James E. Winston, "The Free Negro in 
New Orleans, 1803-1860,” 21 La. H. Q. 1075-85 (1938); and James M. 
Wright, The Free Negro in Maryland, 1634-1860 (1921). A unique docu- 
ment is the diary of a Mississippi free Negro: William R. Hogan and Ed- 
win A. Davis, cds., William Johnson's Natchez (1951). See also the biography 
of Johnson, The Barber of Natchez, by Edwin A. Davis and William R. Hogan 
Ct954)- 

Because of prevailing racial prejudice, the lot of the free Negro was little 
better in the North than in the South. For white racist attitudes see the stud- 
ies by Eric Foncr and Eugene H. Berwanger, cited below in the section called 
“Wedges of Separation,” and those by V. Jacque Voegeli and Forrest G. Wood, 
cited below in the section on "The Negro in the Civil War." Leon F. Litwack, 
North of Slavery ([1961), is the authoritative study of the living and working 
conditions of Negroes in the free states before the Civil War. See also Lee 
Calligaro, “The Negro’s Legal Status in Pre-Civil War New Jersey,” 85 N.J.H. 
167-80 (1967); Elmer Gertz, “The Black Laws of Illinois," 56 J.l.S.H.S. 
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454 — 73 (1963); Atvarh E. Strickland, "The Illinois Background of Lincoln’s 
Attitude toward Slaver? and the Negro," 56 J.I.S.H.S. 474—94 (1963); and 
Sylvestre C. Watkins, "Some of Early Illinois’ Free Negroes," 56 J.I.S.H.S. 
495-507 (1963). Efforts of Negroes to band together in separate colonies are 
discussed in William H. and Jane II. Pease, Black Utopia: Negro Communal 
Experiments in America (1963). 

WEDGES OF SEPARATION 

The essays in William N. Chambers and Walter D. Burnham, eds., The 
American Party Systems (1967), help put the political developments of the 
1 8 50’s in a broader framework. Using computers to analyze congressional roll- 
calls, Thomas B. Alexander in Sectional Stress and Party Strength (1967) and 
Joel H. Silbey in The Shrine of Party (1967) have emphasized the continuing 
strength of party ties even in a time of sectional bitterness. See also Silbey’s 
"The Civil War Synthesis in American Political History,” ro C.IV.H. 130—40 
(1964), and his The Transformation of American Politics, 1840— 1860 

(1967). 

On the Compromise of 1850 the standard monograph is Holman Hamil- 
ton’s excellent Prologue to Conflict (1964). See also Hamilton's three signifi- 
cant articles: “Democratic Senate Leadership and the Compromise of 1850,’’ 
41 Al.V.H.R. 403—18 (1954); “Texas Bonds and Northern Profits,” 43 
Al.V.H.R. 579-94 (1957); and ‘The ‘Cave of the Winds’ and the Compro- 
mise of 1850,” 23 J.S.H. 331-53 (1957)- Other important articles are: Her- 
man V, Ames, “John C. Calhoun and the Secession Movement of 1850," 28 
Am. Antiquarian Soc. Proc. (new ser.) 19-50 (1918); Robert P. Brooks, 
“Howell Cobb and the Crisis of 1850," 4 Al.V.H.R. 279-98 (1917); Her- 
bert D. Foster, “Webster’s Seventh of March Speech and the Secession Move- 
ment, 1850,” 27 A.H.R. 245-70 (192a); George D. Harmon, "Douglas and 
the Compromise of 1850,“ 21 J.I.S.H.S. 453 -99 ( 1929); Frank H. Hodder, 
"The Authorship of the Compromise of 1850,” 22 Al.V.H.R. 525-36 (1936); 
Joseph H. Parks, “John Bell and the Compromise of 1850,” 9 J.S.H. 328-56 
( I 943)‘» and Robert R. Russel, "What Was the Compromise of 1850?" 22 
J.S.H. 292—309 (1956). Also valuable are the biographies of Bell, Blair, A. G. 
Brown, Calhoun, Cass, Chase, Clay, Douglas, H. V. Johnson, Seward, Stephens, 
Taylor, Toombs, Webster, and Wilmot, listed in an earlier section. 

On Southern sentiment during and Immediately after the crisis see the 
state studies listed above under ‘The Old South” and, especially, Cole, The 
Whig Party fit the South, and Craven, The Grwth of Southern Nationalism. 
Other useful studies are: Herbert J. Doherty, Jr., "Florida and the Crisis of 
1850,’’ 19 J.S.H. 32-47 (1953); John T. Hubbell, “Three Georgia Union- 
ists [Howell Cobb, A. II. Stephens, and Toombs] and the Compromise of 
rSyo," 51 Ga. U. Q. 307-23 (1967); Horace Montgomery, “The Crists of 
1850 and its Effect on Political Parties in Georgia," 24 Ga. H. Q. 293-322 
(1940); Tarrar Newberry, The Nashville Convention and Southern Senti- 
ment of 1850,” 11 S.A Q. 259-73 (1912); Richard Shrjoct, Georgia and 
the Union In 1850 (1926); and St. George L. Sioussat, Tennessee, the Com- 
promise of 1850, and the Nashville Convention," 2 Al.V.H.R. 313-47 
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Cl 91 5). For Northern reactions see Morton M. Rosenberg, “Iowa Politics and 
the Compromise of 1850,” 56 Iowa ]. H. 193-206 (1958), and David D. 
Van Tassel, “Gentlemen of Property and Standing: Compromise Sentiment in 
Boston in 1850," 23 N.E.Q. 307-19 (1950)- Thomas O’Connor, Lords of 
the Loom (1968), describes the response of the conservative "Cotton Whigs.” 

On the Pierce administration as a whole see Nevins, Ordeal of the Union, 
Nichols, Pierce, and Spencer, Marcy. The problems of the Democratic party 
are well outlined in Roy F. Nichols, The Democratic Machine, 18 50-1 8 $4 
(1923). On Southern political changes, see the works listed above under “The 
Old South." Party developments in key Northern states are traced in Donald, 
Charles Sumner (Massachusetts); Philip G. Auchampaugh, “Politics and Slav- 
ery, 1850-1860,” 7 Hist, of the State of N. Y., ed. by A. C. Flick, 63-97; 
Eugene H. Roseboom, The Civil War Era, 1850-1873 [Ohio] (1944), 255- 
339; Roger H. Van Bolt, “Indiana in Political Transition, 1851—1853,” 49 
hid. M. H. 131-60 (1953); Arthur C. Cole, Era of the Civil War [Illinois] 
(1919); and Erling Jorstad, “Personal Politics in the Origin of Minnesota’s 
Democratic Party,” 36 Minn. H. 259-71 (1959). 

Nichols’s Pierce is excellent on the foreign policy of the 1850’s. See also 
A. A. Ettinger, Mission to Spain of Pierre Soule (1932); Dexter Perkins, Mon- 
roe Doctrine, 1826—1867 (1933); Basil Rauch, American Interests in Cuba 
(1948); L. B. Shippee, C anadian-American Relations, 1849-1876 (1939); 
and Richard W. Van Alstyne, ed., “Anglo-American Relations, 1853—1857,” 
42 A.H.R. 491-500 (1937). Merle Curti, “Young America,” 32 A.H.R. 34- 
55 (1926), William H. Goetzmann, When the Eagle Screamed (1966), Fred 
Sonikin, Unquiet Eagle (1967), and A. K. Weinberg, Manifest Destiny 
C 1935]), treat the intellectual background to foreign policy. 

The literature on the Kansas-Nebraska Act is large and controversial. The 
best guide to it, which also offers the most satisfactory explanation of the leg- 
islative history of the measure, is Roy F. Nichols, “The Kansas-Nebraska Act: 
A Century of Historiography,” 43 M.V.H.R. 187-212 (1956). Nevins, Ordeal 
of the Union, gives a full analysis. Various views of Douglas’s motives have 
been given in his biographies; see also Frank H. Hodder, “The Genesis of the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act,” Proc. St. Hist. Soc. of Wise., 1912, 69-86 and “The 
Railroad Background of the Kansas-Nebraska Act,” 12 M.V.H.R. 3-22 (1925); 
P. Orman Ray, The Repeal of the Missouri Compromise (1909); and Albert J. 
Beveridge, Abraham Lincoln, 1809-1858 (1928). That issue now seems fi- 
nally resolved with the publication of James C. Malin, “The Motives of Ste- 
phen A. Douglas in the Organization of Nebraska Territory: A Letter Dated 
December 17, 1853,” 19 Kans. H. O. 321-53 (1951). Malin’s The Nebraska 
Question, 1852-1854 (i 95 B) is indispensable but difficult. For congressional 
debates on the Kansas-Nebraska bill, consult Robert R. Russel, “The Issues in 
the Congressional Struggle over the Kansas-Nebraska Bill, 1854,” 29 J.S.H. 
187-210 (1963). Also useful arc the biographies of Bell, Benton, Cass, Chase, 
Douglas, Seward, and Sumner. Joseph H. Parks, "The Tennessee Whigs and 
the Kansas-Nebraska Bill," 10 J.S.H. 307-30 (1944), and Robert W. Johann- 
sen, “The Kansas-Nebraska Act and the Pacific Northwest Frontier,” 22 Pac. 
H. R. 129—42 (i 953 )> arc valuable. The fullest studies of transcontinental 
railroads as they affected politics arc by Robert R. Russel: “The Pacific Railway 
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ue in Politics Prior to the Civil War,” 12 Af V.H.R. 187-201 C1925), and 
prmement of Communication with the Pacific Coast as an Issue in American 
lilies, 1783—1864 (1948). 

Alice Nichols, Bleeding Kansas (1954), is a brief popular treatment of 
J incredibly Complex history of Kansas during this period, but the serious 
ident will learn more from Paul \V. Gates, fifty Million Acres: Conflicts 
er Kansas Land Policy, 1854— 1890 (1954), and from James C. Malm, 
hn Brown and the Legend of Fifty-Six (1942)- See also other biographies of 
.'own. An older general account is Leserett W. Spring, Kansas: The Prelude 
the War for the Union (1885). On the New England Emigrant Aid Com- 
•ny see Horace Andrews, Jr., “Kansas Crusade: Eli Thayer and the New 
ngland Emigrant Aid Company',” 35 N.E.Q. 497-514 (1962}; W. H. Isely, 
Hie Sharps Rifle Episode in Kansas History,” 12 A.H.R. 546—66 ( 1907); 
imuel A. Johnson, The Battle Cry of Freedom ( 1954}; and Edgar Langsdorf, 
>• C. Pomeroy and the New' England Emigrant Aid Company, 1854—1858,” 
Rons. ff. Q. 227-45 (1938). Other useful articles include Lester B. Balti- 
tore, "Benjamin F. Stringfellow : The Fight for Slavery on the Missouri Bor- 
er,” 62 ilfo. ff. R. 14-29 C* 967); Grans ille D. Daw's, “Arkansas and the 
Ilood of Kansas,” 16 J.S.ff. 431-56 (1950); Frank H. Hodder, "Some As- 
sets of the English Bill for the Admission of Kansas,” Aim. Rep. A.H.A., 
906, I, 201—10; Robert W. Johannsen, “The Lecompton Constitutional Con- 
ention: An Analysis of Its Membership,” 23 Kans. H. Q. 225-43 0 957); 
-loyd Lewis, "Propaganda and the Kansas Missouri War,” 34 ‘Mo. ff. R. 3-17 
.'1939); James C. Malin, "The Proslasery Background of the Kansas Struggle," 
10 AJ.V./f R 285-305 (1923); Malm, “Judge Leromte and the ‘Sack of Law- 
rence,' May 21, 1856,” 20 Kans. ff. Q. 465-94. 553-97 Ci953); AH an Nev- 
Ins, "The Needless Conflict," 7 Am. Heritage 4-9 IF. CAug., 1956), Floyd C. 
Shoemaker, "Missouri’s Proslaiery Fight for Kansas, 1854— 1855,” 48 -Mo. ff. 
R. 221-36, 325-40, and 49 ibid. 41-54 (1954); and Bernard A. Weisber- 
gcr, “The Newspaper Reporter and the Kansas Embroglio," 36 Af.V'.ff.R. 633— 

;6 (195°). 

It is impossible to understand the depth of emotion in the Northern out- 
cry against Kansas-Nebraska without recognizing that it sprang not merely from 
a hostiiitv toward slaiery but in many cases from dislike and fear of the Negro. 
See Eric Foner, "Politics and Prejudices: The Free Soil Party and the Negro, 
1849-1852," 50 J.N’.H. 239—56 C1965); Foner, ''Racial Attitudes of the 
New York Tree Soilers," 46 N.Y.II. 311—29 ( 1 965); Eugene H. Berwanger, 
The Frontier Against Slarery: Western Anti-Negro Prejudice and the Slavery 
Extension Controiersy (1967); and Berwanger, "Western Prejudice and the 
Extension of Slavery,” za C.W./J. 197-212 (1966}. 

The fullest account of the Sum ner-B rooks affair is in Donald, Charles 
Simmer and the Coming of the Ciiil War, but sec also the other biographies 
of Sumner. 

Channing, Nesins. Rhodes, Schouler, and Von Holst all gise accounts of 
the rise of (he Republican party. The best general history is George [f. Maser, 
The Republican Parts, 1854-1964 (1964)- Andresv W. Crandall, The Turfy 
History of the Rejnibhcan Party, 1854-1856 O93<0 h nosv badly outdated. 
Consult the biographies of major Republican leaders, such as Banks, Blair, 
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Cameron, Chase, Fremont, Greeley, Grimes, Hale, McLean, Morgan, Stevens, 
Sumner, Trumbull, Wade, and Weed, and also the section titled "Lincolniana” 
below. For a lively, first-hand account of the 1856 nominations, see William B. 
Hcsscltinc and Rex G. Fisher, cds., Trimmers, Trucklers & Temporizers: Notes 
of Murat Halstead from the Political Conventions of 1856 (1961). Among 
the special studies of significance on the 1856 campaign are: Fred H. Harring- 
ton, "Fremont and the North Americans,” 44 A.H.R. 842—48 (1939); Jeter A. 
Isely, Horace Greeley and the Republican Party (1947); Clarence E. Macart- 
ney, “The First National Republican Convention,” 20 W. Pa. H. M. 83—100 
(1937); David S. Sparks, “The Birth of the Republican Party in Iowa, 1854— 
1856,” 54 la. J. J-J. 1—34 (1956); Mildred C. Stoler, "The Democratic Ele- 
ment in the New Republican Party in Indiana,” 36 Ind. M. H, 185—207 
Qi 940); and Roger II. Van Bolt, “The Rise of the Republican Party in Indi- 
ana, 1855-1856," 51 Ind. M. H. 185-220 (1955). 

For the political manifestations of nativism, so intimately related to the Re- 
publican party, sec the bibliography for "A Growing Nation.” 

A HOUSE DIVIDING 

The fullest and most vivid recreation of the 1857—1861 period is Allan 
Nevins, The Emergence of Lincoln. It should be supplemented by the excellent, 
more analytical account in Roy F. Nichols, The Disruption of American Democ- 
racy Ci 948). 

On legal questions concerning slavery in the territories see Arthur Bcstor, 
“State Sovereignty and Slavery: A Reinterpretation of Proslavcry Constitutional 
Doctrine, 1846-1860,” 54 J.I.S.II.S. 117-80 C1961); Mark DcWolfc Howe, 
"Federalism and Civil Rights," 77 Mass. 11 . S. P. 15-27 (1966); Allan Nev- 
ins, "The Constitution, Slavery and the Territories," in The Caspar G. Bacon 
Lectures on the Constitution of the United Slates, 1940-1950 (1953), 95— 
14 1 ; and Robert R. Russel, "Constitutional Doctrines with Regard to Slavery in 
Territories,” 32 J.S.H. 466—86 (1966). Further discussions may be found in 
Charles G. Haines and Foster If. Sherwood, The Role of the Supreme Court 
in American Government and Politics, 1835-1864 0957 ), and in Charles 
Warren, The Supreme Court in United Stales History Crcv. ed., 2 v., 1947). 

On the Drcd Scott decision the standard monograph is Vincent C. Hop- 
kins’s admirable Drcd Scott’s Case (1951). Stanley I. Kutler, ed., The Drcd 
Scott Decision: Law or Politics? (1967), is a useful collection of source ma- 
terials. For an able review of the conflicting literature on this topic sec 
Thomas B. Alexander, "Historical Treatments of the Dred Scott Case,” Proc. 
S. C. Hist. Assn., 1953, 37-60. Important articles include: Frederick S. Allis, 
Jr., “The Dred Scott Labyrinth," in Teachers of History, ed. H. Stuart Hughes 
0954 ). 341-68; Philip G. Auchampaugh, “James Buchanan, the Court and 
the Dred Scott Case,” 9 Tcnn. H. M. 231-40 (1926); Helen T. Catterall, 
“Some Antecedents of the Dred Scott Case," 30 A.H.R. 56-71 (1924); Ed- 
ward S. Corwin, "The Drcd Scott Decision, in the Light of Contemporary Legal 
Doctrines,” 17 A.H.R. 52-69 (191 1); Walter Ehrlich, “Was the Drcd Scott 
Case Valid?” 5 5 J-A.H. 256-65 (1968); Frank H. Hodder, "Some Phases of 
the Dred Scott Case,” 16 M.V. 11 .R. 3-22 (1929); E. I. McCormac, “Justice 
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Campbell and the Dred Scott Decision ” M.V.H.R. 565-71 (1933); 
Richard R. Stenberg, "Some Political Aspects of the Dred Scott Case," 19 
M.V.H.R. 571—77 0933); Wallace Mendelson, “Dred Scott’s Case — Recon- 
sidered," 38 Minn. Law Rev. 16—28 (1953); and Carl B. Swisher, “Dred Scott 
One Hundred Years After," ig Jour, of Politics 167—83 (1957). See also the 
biographies of Justices Campbell, Curtis, McLean, Taney, and Wajne. Ap- 
pendix 1 of Nesins’s The Emergence of Lincoln. II, 473-77, is particularly 
important. 

On the Lincoln-Douglas debates see the subdivision "Lincolniana,” which 
follows immediately. Also useful is Harry V. Jaffa, "Expediency and Morality 
in the Lincoln-Douglas Debates,” The Anchor Review, No. 2 (1957), 179- 
204. Robert W. Johannsen, “Stephen A. Douglas, ‘Harper’s Magazine,’ and 
Popular Sovereignty," 45 AI.V.H.R. 606—31 (1959), deals with a sequel of 
the debates. 

For John Brown’s raid, consult the biographies of Brown and see Ste- 
phen B. Oates, “John Brown’s Bloody Pilgrimage,” 53 Southwest Review 1— 
32 Ci 968). Allan Keller, Thunder at Harper’s Ferry (1958), is a vivid jour - 
nalistlc account. J. C. Furnas, The Road to Harper's Ferry (195 9), is a more 
thorough-going exploration. For public reactions to the raid see C. Vann Wood- 
ward's petceptive essay in The Burden of Southern History (1960), 41-68, 
and John M. Ray, "Rhode Island Reactions to John Brown’s Raid,” 20 R.I.H. 
97 -io 8 (1960- 

Other useful works on the late 1850's include W. G. Bean, “John Letcher 
and the Slavery Issue in Virginia's Gubernatorial Contest of 1858-1859,” 20 
J.S.H. 22-49 ( * 954); OJlinger Crenshaw, “The Speakership Contest of 1859- 
1860,” 29 M.V.H.R. 323-38 (1942); Fred 11. Harrington, “The First 
Northern Victor/ [Banks’s election as speaker),’’ 5 J.S.H. 186-205 ( *939); 
Robert W. Johannsen, Frontier Politics and the Sectional Conflict: The Pacific 
Northwest on the Ere of the Civil War (1955); Henry H. Simms, "The Con- 
troversy over the Admission of the State of Oregon," 32 M.V.H.R. 355-74 
O945); and Samuel Rczneck, "Depression and American Opinion, 1857- 
>859,” 2 J. Ec. II. 1-23 (1942). 

LINCOLNIANA 

The literature about Abraham Lincoln is vast and of greatly varying quality; 
only a small selection of more significant works can be attempted here. The 
best bibliography is Jay Monaghan, ed., Lincoln Bibliography, 1839-1939 
Ci v., 1945), which is, however, all inclusive and therefore uncritical. For 
more selective lists see Paul M. Angle, A Shelf of Lincoln Books (1946), Ralph 
Newman, “Basic Lincolniana," 3 C.IV.W. r 99-208 Cl 957), and J. C. Randall, 
Lincoln the President, II, 343-400. 

Any study of Lincoln must begin, and end. with bis own writings. The 
definitive edition is that by Roy P. Easier and others, The Collected Works of 
Abraham Lincoln (9 v\, 1953—55). Tor an appraisal of the technical merits of 
this edition, see the review by David Donald in 59 A-fl-R. 142-49 C>953). 
Selections from Lincoln's writings are numerous; the best are Paul M. Angle 
and Earl 5. Miers, edi.. The Lhlng Lincoln (1955). and Roy P. Bailor, ed . 
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Abraham Lincoln: His Speeches and Writings (1946). Though containing 
some spurious entries, Archer H. Shaw, ed., The Lincoln Encyclopedia (1950), 
is a convenient index to Lincoln’s own words. For letters received by Lincoln, 
see David C. Mearns, ed., The Lincoln Papers (2 v., 1948). 

Earl S. Miers, ed., Lincoln Day by Day (3 v., i960), offers a full chro- 
nology of Lincoln’s career; it is an invaluable tool. 

Many important articles about Lincoln are contained in the Lincoln Cen- 
tennial Association Bulletins, the Abraham Lincoln Association Bulletins , the 
Papers of the Abraham Lincoln Association, and, especially, the Abraham Lin- 
coln Quarterly. Also highly valuable are the periodicals Lincoln Lore, Lincoln 
Kinsman, and the Lincoln Herald. 

The best one-volume biography is Benjamin P. Thomas’s Abraham Lincoln 
(1952), but Reinhard H. Luthin’s The Real Abraham Lincoln (i960) is also 
excellent. John G. Nicolay and John Hay, Abraham Lincoln: A History (10 v., 
1890), is the most complete multivolumed life. J. G. Randall, Lincoln the 
President (4 v., 1945—55; volume 4 completed by Richard N. Current), is 
both more selective and more critical. Carl Sandburg’s Abraham Lincoln: The 
Prairie Years (2 v., 1926) and Abraham Lincoln: The War Years (4 v., 1939) 
together form the most flavorful and the most humanly interpretive of the 
Lincoln biographies. Albert J. Beveridge, Abraham Lincoln, r8og—i8$8 (2 v., 
1928), offers the fullest account of Lincoln’s career in Illinois politics. Two 
useful anthologies are Paul M. Angle, ed., The Lincoln Reader (1947), and 
Courtland Canby, ed., Lincoln and the Civil War (i960). 

Five books of essays deal with important and controversial aspects of Lin- 
coln’s career: O. Fritiof Ander, ed., Lincoln Images (i960); Richard N. Cur- 
rent, The Lincoln Nobody Knows (1958); David Donald, Lincoln Reconsid- 
ered (1956); Norman A. Graebner, ed., The Enduring Lincoln (1959); and 
J. G. Randall, Lincoln the Liberal Statesman (1947). 

On Lincoln’s ancestry, in addition to the biographies listed above, see W. E. 
Barton, The Lineage of Lincoln ( 1 929) and The Paternity of Abraham Lincoln 
(1920); Marion D. Learned, Abraham Lincoln: An American Migration 
(1909); Waldo Lincoln, History of the Lincoln Family (1923); and Louis A. 
Warren, Lincoln's Parentage and Childhood (1926). 

Material on Lincoln’s childhood is sparse and generally unreliable. For a 
collection of reminiscences on this and other subjects, see Emanuel Hertz, ed., 
The Hidden Lincoln (1938). Louis A. Warren’s Lincoln’s Youth . . . 1816- 
1830 (i960), is uncritical. 

Lincoln’s Illinois phase is much more elaborately documented. Benjamin P. 
Thomas, Lincoln’s New Salem (rev. ed., 1954), is a charming book. Paul M. 
Angle’s "Here I Have Lived" (1935) is a valuable history of Springfield in Lin- 
coln’s time. Lincoln’s early career in the state legislature can be traced in Wil- 
liam E. Baringer, Lincoln's Vandalia (1949), and in Paul Simon, Lincoln's 
Preparation for Greatness (1965). Harry E. Pratt, The Personal Finances of 
Abraham Lincoln (1943), is a mine of information. Lincoln’s legal career is 
elaborately treated in John J. Duff, A. Lincoln, Prairie Lawyer (i960), 
John P. Frank, Lincoln as a Lawyer (1961), and Albert Woldman, Lawyer 
Lincoln (1936)- Sec also Willard King, "Riding the Circuit with Lincoln,” 6 
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Ant. Heritage 48—49 ff. (Feb., 1955), and the biographies of David Davis and 
Herndon. 

David Donald, Lincoln's Herndon (1948), is full on Lincoln’s pte-presi- 
dential political activities. Donald W. Riddle’s Lincoln Runs for Congress 
(1948) and Congressman Abraham Lincoln (1957) adequately cover their 
subject. Don E. Fehrenbacher, Prelude to Greatness (1962), is a major rein- 
terpretation of Lincoln’s re-emergcnce as a politician jn the i85o’s. See also 
William E, Ba ringer, Lincoln's Rise to Power (1937)- On the Dncoln-Douglas 
debates one should read the full texts of the speeches in Edwin E. Sparks, ed.. 
The Lincolti-Couglas Debates of 1858 (1909), or in Paul M. Angle, ed.. Cre- 
ated Equal? (1958). See also Arthur C. Cole, Lincoln's "House Divided" 
Speech (1923), Richard A. Heckman, Lincoln vs Douglas: The Great Debates 
Campaign (1967), and, especially, Fehrenbacher, Prelude to Greatness and 
Harry V. Jaffa, Crisis of the House Divided (1959). 

For Lincoln's almost forgotten political activities in 1859, see Harry V. 
Jaffa and Robert W. Jahanmen, eds., In the Name of the People (1959). The 
best monograph on Lincoln's role in the i860 election is Reinhard H. Luthin's 
scholarly The First Lincoln Campaign (1944). William E. Barmger, A House 
Dividing C1945), Is sprightly and informative on Lincoln as President-Elect. 
On Lincoln in the months after his election, see, in addition to the general 
works listed below, David M. Potter’s authoritative Lincoln and His Party in 
the Secession Crisis (1942). The President's inaugural trip to Washington is 
chronicled in Victor Searcher, Lincoln's Journey to Greatness (i960). His 
rather ignominious entry into the capital can be followed in Norma B. Cuth- 
bert, ed., Lincoln and the Baltimore Plot (1949), and Edward S. Lanis, “Al- 
len Pinkerton and the Baltimore ‘Assassination’ Plot Against Lincoln,” 45 Aid. 
H. Al. r-13 (1950). John S. Tilley, Lincoln Takes Command (1941), 
is an unfriendly and unfair view of Lincoln's course in the Sumter crisis. Rich- 
ard N. Current, Lincoln and the First Shot (1963), is balanced and scholarly. 

After 1861 Lincoln’s career tends to become identical with the history of 
the Union cause, and many of the works listed under special topics below are 
very useful. Note particularly the biographies of his leading contemporaries 
and of his cabinet members. Of course, the major Lincoln biographies by Lu- 
thin, Nicolay and Hay, Randall and Current, Sandburg, and Thomas continue 
to give full coverage to his war years. 

On Lincoln’s political role as President perhaps the best introduction is 
William B. Hesseltine, "Abraham Lincoln and the Politicians,” 6 C.W.H. 43- 
55 (i960). Lincoln’s relations with his cabinet arc traced in Burton J. Hen- 
drick, Lincoln's War Cabinet (1946), and in Clarence E. Macartney, Lincotn 
and His Cabinet Harry J. Carman and Reinhard If. Luthfn, Lincoln 

and the Patronage ( f 94 j ), shots s the President as an adroit political manager. 
On Lincoln's struggle to achieve and maintain supremacy within his own party, 
three books are invaluable: William B. Hesseltine, Lincoln and the War Gov- 
ernors (1948); T. Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals (1941); and 
William T. Zornow, Lincoln and the Party Divided ( 1954). Other significant 
works Illustrating, in various ways, Lincoln's political astuteness are Arthur C. 
Cole, “Lincoln and the Presidential Election of 1864,” Trans. Iff, S.H.S. 1917, 
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130-38, and "President Lincoln and the Illinois Radical Republicans," 4 
M.V.JJ.R. 417-36 (1918); Winfred A. Harbison, "Lincoln and the Indiana 
Republicans, 1861-1864," 33 M. H. 277-303 0937 ) and 34 ibid. 42- 
64 (1938); Earl S. Pomeroy, "Lincoln, the Thirteenth Amendment, and the 
Admission of Nevada,” 12 Poe. Ji. R. 362-68 (1943); Milton H. Shutes, Lin- 
coln and California (1943); and Vincent G. Tegedcr, "Lincoln and the Terri- 
torial Patronage . . . ," 35 M.V.JJLJL 77-90 (1948). 

For Lincoln's efforts to shape military strategy Colin R. Ballard, The Mili- 
tary Genius of Abraham Lincoln (1926; rev. cd., 1952), and T. Harry Wil- 
liams, Lincoln and Ills Generals (1952), are excellent. Clarence E. Macartney, 
Lincoln and His Generals (1925), is still useful. Robert V. Bruce, Lincoln 
and the Tools of War (195 6), breaks new ground in showing Lincoln’s minute 
attention to the details of Northern armament. 

Jay Monaghan, Diplomat in Carpel Slippers (1945), is a vivid blit some- 
what overstated account of Lincoln's role in foreign policy. Albert A. Woldman, 
Lincoln and the Russians (1952), fully covers that topie. A. R. Tyrner-Tyr- 
nauer, Lincoln and the Emperors (1962), deals principally with the President’s 
relations with the Belgian and Austrian rulers. 

On Lincoln's conception of his war powers and his relation to the Consti- 
tution the magisterial work is J. G. Randall, Constitutional Problems under 
Lincoln (rev. ed., 1951). It may be supplemented at points by David M. Silver, 
Lincoln's Supreme Court (1956). 

Some idea of the abuse to which the President was subjected can be gained 
from Robert S. Harper, Lincoln and the Press (1951), George F. Milton, Abra- 
ham Lincoln and the Piflh Column (1942), shows how Lincoln dealt with 
subversives. 

For Lincoln’s personal life in the White House, in addition to John Hay’s 
sprightly diary, one should read David II. Bates, Lincoln in the Telegraph Of- 
fice (1907), Noah Brooks, Washington in Lincoln's Time (1895), Francis B. 
Carpenter, Six Months at the White House (1866), and Elizabeth Keckley, 
Behind the Scenes (1868). F. Laurislon Bullard, Abraham Lincoln and the 
Widow Blxby (1946), and John II. Cramer, Lincoln under Enemy Eire 
(1948), deal with two small but controversial subjects quite adequately. For 
Lincoln’s Gettysburg address, see William E. Barton, Lincoln at Gettysburg 
(•93o); J- W. Rosier, "Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address," 40 bid. M, IJ. 209-26 
(1944); Robert Fortcnbaugh, “Abraham Lincoln at Gettysburg ...” 5 
Pa. II. 223-44 (1938); Allan Nevins, ed., Lincoln and the Gettysburg Address 
(1964); and Louis A. Warren, Lincoln's Gettysburg Declaration (1964). 

Benjamin Quarles, lJucoln and the Negro (1962), is an excellent account 
of the President’s changing views on race. William O. Douglas, Air. Lincoln 
and the Negroes (1963), Is superficial and inaccurate. In "Lincoln and Equal 
Rights,” 32 J.S.H. 83-87 (1966), I.udwell 11 . Johnson challenges the authen- 
ticity of an alleged Lincoln letter pledging equal political and civil rights for 
the Negro. Harold M. Hyman, "Lincoln and Equal Rights for Negroes," 12 
C..W.IL 258-66 (1966), attacks Johnson’s conclusions but is effectively re- 
butted In Johnson’s "Lincoln and Equal Rights: A Reply,” 13 C.W.ll. 66-73 
(1967). 

Lincoln’s attitude toward his enemies is treated with sympathy anti insight 
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in J. G. Randall, Lincoln and the South (1946). W. M. Brewer, "Lincoln and 
the Border States," 34 J.N.H. 46—72 (1949), shows his tact in dealing with 
the Upper South. For two widely variant views of his plans for the postwar 
South, see Charles H. McCarthy, Lincoln’s Plan of Reconstruction (1901), 
and William B. Hesseltine, Lincolns Plan of Reconstruction (1960). Jona- 
than T. Dorris, Pardon and Amnesty under Lincoln and Johnson (1953), is 
an exhaustive treatment of a difficult subject. 

For interpretations of Lincoln’s political thought, see Gabor S. Borit, “Old 
Wine into New Bottles: Abraham Lincoln and the Tariff Reconsidered,’’ 28 
Historian 289—317 (1966); David Donald, Lincoln Reconsidered, 123—43; 
Richard Hofstadter, The American Political Tradition and the Men Who 
Alode It, 92—134; Stanley Pargelhs, "Lincoln's Political Philosophy,” 3 A.L.Q. 
2 75—90 (1945); Gerhard E. Mulder, “Abraham Lincoln and the Doctrine of 
Necessity," 66 Lincoln Herald 59—66 (1964); Vernon L. Parrington, Main 
Currents in American Thought, II, 152-60; Thomas J. Pressly, “Bullets and 
Ballots; Lincoln and the ‘Right of Resolution,’ " 67 A.H.R. 647-62 (1962); 

J • G. Randall, Lincoln the Liberal Statesman, 175-206; James A. Raw ley, 
"The Nationalism of Abraham Lincoln," 9 C.IV.H. 283-98 (1963); T. Harry 
Williams, “Abraham Lincoln: Principle and Pragmatism in Politics," 40 
M.V.H.R, 89-106 (1953); and Edmund Wilson, "Abraham Lincoln: The 
Union as Religious Mysticism," in Eight Essays (1954). Richard N. Current, 
ed., The Political Thought of Abraham Lincoln (1967), is a useful anthology. 
Edward J. Kempf, Abraham Lincoln's Philosophy of Common Sense (3 v., 
*965), is both ponderous and svindy. For the development of Lincoln’s literary 
style, see Herbert J. Edwards and John E. Hankins, Lincoln the Writer 

C1961). 

On Lincoln's religion there are three excellent books: William E. Barton, 
The Soul of Abraham Lincoln (1920); Edgar D. Jones, Lincoln and the 
Preachers (1948); and William J. Wolf, The Religion of Abraham Lincoln 
(1963). 

For contemporary letters and newspaper reports describing Lincoln, see 
Harry E. Pratt, ed., Concerning Mr. Lincoln (1944)1 and Herbert Mitgang, 
ed., Lincoln as They Saw Him (1956). Charles M. Segal, ed., Conrersafiont 
with Lincoln (1961), is a collection of interviews with Lincoln 

On Lincoln's family the authoritative works arc Mary Lincoln: Biography 
of a Marriage (1953) and Lincoln's Sons (1956), both by Ruth Painter Ran- 
dall. William A. Evans, Mrs. Abraham Lincoln (1932), and Carl Sandburg 
and Paul M. Angle, Mary Lincoln • Wife and Widow (1949), arc still useful. 

Rather too much has been written about Lincoln's assassination. The best 
work is still David M. DeWitt, The Assassination of Abraham Lincoln (1909), 
but see also Jim Bishop, The Day Lincoln Was Shot ( 1955), George S. Bryan, 
The Great American Myth (1940), and the biographies of Booth and Fanny 
Seward. Otto Eiscnschiml's Why Was Lincoln Murdered? (1937) and In the 
Shadow of Lincoln's Death (1940) contain much new data but arc marred by 
an attempt to implicate Stanton In the assassination plot. The S3mc can be said 
of Theodore Roscoe, The Web of Con s pi racy (i960). Llo>d Lewis, Myrbs 
ofier Lincoln ( « 929), is a remarkable book. 

The best guides to Lincoln historiography arc Donald, Lincoln's Herndon; 
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D. E. Fehrenbacher, The Changing Image of Lincoln in American Historiog- 
raphy (1968); David M. Potter, The Lincoln Theme and American National 
Historiography (1948); J. G. Randall, "Has the Lincoln Theme Been Ex- 
hausted?” 41 A.H.R. 270-94 (1936); and, especially, Benjamin P. Thomas, 
Portrait for Posterity (1947). Roy P. Basler, The Lincoln Legend (1935), 
deals mostly with literary interpretations of Lincoln. 

For pictures of Lincoln, see Charles Hamilton and Lloyd Ostendorf, Lin- 
coln in Photographs (1963); Stephan Lorant, Lincoln: A Picture Story of His 
Life (1952); Frederick H. Meserve and Carl Sandburg, The Photographs of 
Abraham Lincoln (1944); and the biographies of Brady. Rufus R. Wilson, 
Lincoln in Caricature (1945), and F. Lauriston Bullard, Lincoln in Marble 
and Bronze (1952), also deserve mention. 

THE ELECTION OF i860 

The election of i860 is thoroughly treated in the general histories by Nev- 
ins and Channing and in Randall, Lincoln the President. Norman A. Graeb- 
ner, ed.. Politics and the Crisis of i860 (1961), is a collection of stimulating 
essays. See also the three following excellent monographs: Ollinger Crenshaw, 
The Slave States in the Presidential Election of i860 (1945); Emerson D. 
Fite, The Presidential Campaign of i860 (1911); and Luthin, The First Lin- 
coln Campaign, cited above. There is much material also in the biographies of 
the several presidential hopefuls and candidates: Bates, Bell, Breckinridge, 
Cameron, Chase, Douglas, and Seward. For a vigorous firsthand account of the 
four nominating conventions read William B. Hesseltine, ed., Three Against 
Lincoln: Murat Halstead Reports the Caucuses of i860 (i960). On the Dem- 
ocratic conventions, see Owen M. Peterson, "The South in the Democratic Na- 
tional Convention of i860,” 20 So. Speech four. 212—23 C1955), and Aus- 
tin L. Venable, “The Conflict between the Douglas and Yancey Forces in the 
Charleston Convention,” 8 J.S.H. 226-41 (1942). On the Republican con- 
vention, consult P. Orman Ray, The Convention That Nominated Lincoln 
. . . (1916), and Glyndon G. Van Deusen, “Thurlow Weed’s Analysis of 
William H. Seward’s Defeat in the Republican Convention of i860,” 34 
M.V.H.R. 101— 104 (1947). 

Economic issues in the campaign are discussed in Thomas D. Odle, “The 
Commercial Interests of the Great Lakes and the Campaign Issues of i860,” 
40 Mich. H. 1-23 (1956), and in Thomas M. Pitkin, “Western Republicans 
and the Tariff in i860,” 27 M.V.H.R. 401-20 (1940). Something of the 
excitement of the campaign can be recaptured in William E. Baringer, "Cam- 
paign Technique in Illinois— 1 860," Trans. III. S.H.S., 1932, 202-81, and 
in H. Preston James, "Political Pageantry in the Campaign of i860 in Illinois,” 
4 A.L.Q. 313-47 Ci947)- 

On the vexed question whether immigrants, and especially the Germans, 
supported the Republican ticket, see George H. Daniels, "Immigrant Vote in 
the i860 Election: The Case of Iowa,” 44 Mid-America 146-62 (1962); 
Andreas Dorpalen, “The German Element and the Issues of the Civil War,” 29 
M.V.H.R. 5 5 — 7b (1942), Paul J. Kleppner, Lincoln and the Immigrant 
Vote,” 48 Mid-America 176-95 (1966); Jay Monaghan, “Did Lincoln Re- 
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ceivethe Illinois German Vote?” 35 J.I.S.H.S. 133—39 (1942); Joseph Scha- 
fer, “Who Elected Lincoln?” 47 A H R. 51-63 (1941); Donnal V. Smith, 
The Influence of the Foreign-Bom of the Northwest in the Election of i860," 
19 M.V.H.R. 192—204 <193 2); and Robert P. Swierenga, “The Ethnic Voter 
and the First Lincoln Election," 1 1 C.IV.H 27—43 C 1965). 

For the Southern states in the 1860 election see, in addition to Crenshaw’s 
monograph, Seymour M, Lipset, “The Emergence of the One-Party South— 
The Ejection of i860,” in his Political Man ( i960), 344—54; Durward Long, 
Economics and Politics in the i860 Presidential Election in Alabama,” 27 
Aia. H. Q. 43—38 (1965); Long, “Political Parties and Propaganda in Ala- 
bama in the Presidential Election of i860," 25 Ala. H. Q. 120—35 ( 1 963); 
Jerry L. Tarver, “The Political Clubs of New Orleans in the Presidential Elec- 
tion of i860," 4 La H. 119—29 (1963); and David Y. Thomas, “Southern 
Non-Slaveholders in the Election of i860,” 26 P.S.Q 222—37 (1911). 

SECESSION AND THE Sl/AITER CRISIS 

George H. Knoles, ed., The Crisis of the Union, 1860-1861 (1965)* 
consists of provocative essays on the secession crisis. The standard work on the 
secession of the Southern states is Duight L. Dumond, The Secession Move- 
ment, i860— 1861 (1931), which is ably supplemented by Dumond's South- 
ern Editorials on Secession. Ralph A. Wooster, The Secession Conventions of 
the South Cl 962), is a careful statistical analysis of the membership In those 
bodies. The difficult question of popular support for secession is argued in Wil- 
liam J. Donnelly, "Conspiracy or Popular Movement: The Historiography of 
Southern Support for Secession," 42 N C.H.R. 70-84 C 1 965)1 and Ralph A. 
Wooster, "The Secession of the Lower South: An Examination of Changing In- 
terpretations," 7 C .XV JL 117-27 (1961). 

The biographies of Southern politicians help explain the actions taken by 
their states; see especially the lives of Bell. Breckinridge, A. G. Brown, J. E. 
Brown, Campbell, Howell Cobb, T. R. R. Cobb, Jefferson Davis, Houston, 
Memminger, Rhett, Ruffin, Stephens, Toombs, Robert Tyler, and Yancey. The 
various state studies, listed above under 'The Old South,” continue to be use- 
ful. In addition sec: Thomas B. Alexander and Peggy J. Duckworth, "Alabama 
Black Belt Whigs during Secession,” 17 Ala. R. 181-97 C 1964); Dean A. Ar- 
nold, "The Ultimatum of Virginia Unionists; 'Security for Slavery or Dis- 
union,’ “ 48 J N. If. -115-29 C1963); William H. Brantley, Jr., "Alabama Se- 
cedes,” 7 Ala. R. 165—85 (1954); T. Conn Bryan, ‘The Secession of Geor- 
gia,” 31 Ga. II. Q. 89-1 1 1 C1947); Mary R. Campbell, "The Significance of 
the Unionist Victory in the Election of February 9, 1861, in Tennessee," E. 
Tirnn. Hist. Soc. Pubs , No. 14 <1942), 11— 30; Willie M. Caskey, Secession 
and Restoration of Louisiana (1938); Charles E. Cauthcn, "South Carolina's 
Decision to Lead the Secession Movement," 18 N.C.HJt. 360-72 C194O; 
Clarence P. Denman, The Secession Mmement in Alabama (1933); J. Milton 
Henry, "The Resolution in Tennessee , February, 1861, lo June, 1861," rfi 
Trim. II. Q. 99-»»9 0959 ); Milo B. Howard. Jr., ed., "A. B. Moore Corre- 
spondence Relating to Secession,” 23 Ala. It. Q. 1-28 O96O; Lillian A. 
Kibler, "Unionist Sentiment in South Carolina in 1860,“ 4 }.S-H. 346-66 
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(1938); Durward Long, “Unanimity and Disloyalty in Secessionist Alabama, 

11 C.W.H. 257-73 (1965); Robert J. Largent, “Virginia Takes the Road to 
Secession,” 3 W. Va. H. 120-46 (1942); John A. May and Joan R. Faunt, 
South Carolina Secedes (i960); Van D. Odom, "The Political Career of 
Thomas Overton Moore, Secession Governor of Louisiana,” 26 La. H. Q. 975— 
1054 (1943); Verton M. Queener, “East Tennessee Sentiment and the Seces- 
sion Movement, November, 1860-June, 1861,” E. Tenn. Hist. Soc. Pubs. 
No. 20 (1948), 59-83; Percy L. Rainwater, “An Analysis of the Secession 
Controversy in Mississippi, 1854-61," 24 M.V.H.R. 35-42 0937 ); Henry T. 
Shanks, “Conservative Constitutional Tendencies in the Virginia Secession Con- 
vention,” in Fletcher M. Green, ed., Essays in Southern History, 28—48; J. Car- 
lyle Sitterson, T he Secession Movement in North Carolina (1939); and 
James E. Walmsley, ed., “The Change of Secession Sentiment in Virginia in 
1861,” 31 A.H.R. 82-101 (1925). 

Northern reactions to the Southern secession movement may be judged 
from Howard C. Perkins, ed., Northern Editorials on Secession. Kenneth M. 
Stampp, And the War Came (1950), is an acute analysis of Northern senti- 
ment and its changing course during the crisis. See also the biographies of prin- 
cipal Northern political figures: C. F. Adams, Sr.; Bates; Black; Blair; Brown- 
ing; Chandler; Chase; Dix; Douglas; Seward; Sumner; Wade; and Weed. 
Greeley’s erratic course has evoked two articles, which reach opposing conclu- 
sions: Thomas N. Bonner, “Horace Greeley and the Secession Movement,” 38 
M.V.H.R. 425-44 (1951), and David M. Potter, “Horace Greeley and Peace- 
able Secession,” 7 J.S.H. 145—59 (1941). For other Northern reactions see: 
Robert W. Johannsen, “The Douglas Democracy and the Crisis of Disunion,” 9 
C.W.H. 229-47 (1963); Johannsen, “The Sectional Crisis and the Frontier: 
Washington Territory, 1860-1861,’’ 39 M.V.H.R. 415-40 (1952); Carl F. 
Krummel, “Henry J. Raymond and the New York Times in the Secession Crisis, 
1860-61," 32 N.Y.H. 377-98 (1951); F. Paul Prucha, "Minnesota’s Atti- 
tude toward the Southern Case for Secession,” 24 Minn. H. 307—17 (1943); 
and Roman J. Zorn, “Minnesota Public Opinion and the Secession Controversy, 
December, 1860-April, 1861,” 36 M.V.H.R. 435—56 (1949). 

The difficulties of the Buchanan administration in the secession crisis are 
fully, if unsympathetically, treated in Nevins, The Emergence of Lincoln, and 
in Nichols, The Disruption of American Democracy. For defenses of Buchanan, 
see his biographies and Frank W. Klingberg, “James Buchanan and the Crisis 
of the Union,” 9 J.S.H. 455-74 (1943). 

No student should miss Henry Adams’s memorable account of "The Great 
Secession Winter of 1860-61,” 43 Mass. H.S.P. 660-87 (1910). Equally fas- 
cinating, but far less reliable, is the famous "Diary of a Public Man.” For the 
literature on this “diary” consult the biographical section of this bibliography. 

Efforts to avoid sectional hostilities arc treated in Mary Scrugham, The 
Peaceable Americans of 1 860-1 86 1 . . . (1921). Lucius E. Chittenden gives 
a full Report of the Debates and Proceedings ... of the Conference Conven- 
tion . . . held at Washington, D. C., in February, 1S61 (1864). Three able 
monographs deal with this peace-keeping effort: Robert G. Gunderson, Old Gen- 
tlemen’s Convention (1961); Jesse L. Keene, The Peace Convention of 1 861 
(1961); and Samuel E. Morison, "The Peace Convention of February, 1861,” 
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73 Mass. H.S.P. 58—80 (1961). Also useful are Kenneth M. Stampp, ed., 
“letters from the Washington Peace Conference of 1861," 9 f.S.H. 394—403 
(*943), and Robert G. Gunderson, ed., "Letters from the Washington Peace 
Conference of 1861," 17 J.S-H. 382-92 (1951). 

David M, Potter, Lincoln and H is Party in the Secession Crisis ( 1 942; 
new ed. with important introduction, 1962), is a perceptive study of the dif- 
ficulties faced by the Republicans as they took power. Stampp's And the War 
Came continues to be valuable on this subject. See also the “Lincolniana” sec- 
tion listed above and the biography of For. An adverse view of Lincoln’s Sum- 
ter policy is taken in Charles W. Ramsdell, "Lincoln and Fort Sumter,” 3 
J.S ff. 259-88 (1937); in Kenneth M. Stampp, “Lincoln and the Strategy of 
Defense in the Crisis of 1861," 11 J.S.H. 297-323 (1945); and in Tilley, 
Lincoln Takes Command. J. G. Randall offers a detailed defense of the new 
President in “When War Came in 1861,” 1 A.L.Q. 3—42 (1940) and in Lin- 
coln the President, I, 3 1 1—50. R. N. Current, in The Lincoln Nobody Knows, 
104-30, and in Lincoln and the first Shot, previously cited, attempts a bal- 
anced appraisal of the evidence. 

Less attention has been given to the forces which impelled the Confeder- 
ates to fire on Sumter, but see Richard N. Current, “ The Confederates and the 
First Shot,” 7 C.W.IL 357—69 (1961); Grady McWhiney, "The Confeder- 
acy* First Shot,” 14 C.W.H. 5-74 (1968); and Ludnell H. Johnson, “Fort 
Sumter and Confederate Diplomacy,” 26 J.S.H. 441-77 (i960). 

On the actual fighting at Fort Sumter see Samuel W. Crawford, The His- 
lory of the Fall of Fort Sumter . . . (1898); Roy Meredith, Storm Over Sum- 
er (1957)5 and W. A. Svvanberg, First Blood (1958). 

THE CAUSES OF THE CIVIL WAR 

Virtually every writer listed in the pages of this bibliography has made at 
least an implicit judgment on the causes of the Civil War, and many have writ- 
ten at great length on this theme. It is obviously impracticable to enumerate all 
these books and articles here. Fortunately, however, there are two excellent 
guides to the enormous literature on this topics. Howard K. Beale, "What His- 
torians Have Said About the Causes of the Civil War," in Theory and Practice 
n Historical Study (Social Science Research Council Bulletin, No. 54 (1946)), 
>5-102, which contains a full bibliography, and Thomas J. Pressly, Ameri- 
cans Interpret Their Civil War (1954). The following articles contain further 
bibliographical suggestions: Lee Benson and Cushing Strout, “Causation and 
the American Civil War: Two Appraisals," 1 History and Theory 163-85 
(1961); Thomas N. Bonner, "Civil War Historians and the Needless War 
Doctrine," 17 Jour. Hist, of Ideas j 93— 216 (1956): A. E. Campbell, “An Ex- 
cess of Isolation: Isolation ami the American Civil War," 29 J.S JJ. 161-74 
(1963); Alan A. Comva), The Censes of the American Ciiil War (1961), 
David Donald, "American Historians and the Causes of the Civil War,” 59 
S.A Q. 351—55 (1960); Donald, An Fxeess of Democracy (i960). William 
Dray, “Some Causal Accounts of the American Civil War.” gt Daedalus 578— 

98 (1962); Pieter Gcjl, "The American Civil War and the Problem of Inevi- 
tability," 24 N.T.Q. 147-68 (195O; David M. rotter, “The Background of 
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the Civil War,” in Interpreting and Teaching American History, ed. 
W. H, Cartwright and Richard L. Watson, Jr. (1961), 87-119; Charles W. 
Ramsdcll, ‘‘The Changing Interpretation of the Civil War,” 3 ].S.Ii. 3—27 
(1937); James G. Randall, "A Blundering Generation,” 27 M.V.H.R. 3-28 
(1940); Arthur M. Schlcsingcr, Jr., “The Causes of the Civil War: A Note on 
Historical Sentimentalism,” 16 Partisan Rev. 969-81 (1949)- Two useful 
anthologies, containing both primary and secondary writings on this theme, are 
Edwin C. Rozwcnc, ed., The Causes of the American Civil War (1961), and 
Kenneth M. Stampp, ed., The Causes of the Civil War (1959). 

THE CIVIL WAR: GENERAL WORKS 

There is no entirely satisfactory general history of the Civil War. The mul- 
tivolumcd worlts of Channing, Rhodes, and Schouler are now badly out of date. 
So are John W. Burgess, The Civil War and the Constitution, 18^—1865 (2 
v., 1901), George C. Eggleston, The History of the Confederate War (2 v., 
1910), and the two volumes by James K. Hosmer in the old American Nation 
series: The Appeal to Anns, 1861—1863 (1907) and Outcome of the Civil 
War, 1863—1865 (1907)- Horace Greeley’s compendious The American Con- 
flict (2 v., 1964-66) remains surprisingly useful. Of the more recent works, 
Shelby Foote, The Civil War (2 v. to date, 1958- ), is popular and readable 

but devoid of historical insight. Allan Nevins’s massive, scholarly The War for 
the Union (2 v. to date, 1959-60), a continuation of his Ordeal of the 
Union scries, as yet carries the story only through 1863 and concentrates al- 
most exclusively upon the North. Perhaps the best large-scale work is Bruce 
Catton, The Centennial History of the Civil War (3 v., 1961-65), which is 
eloquent and imaginative but uneven in quality. 

Among one-volume histories the best is Raimondo Luraghi, Storia della 
Guerra Civile Americana (1966), which overemphasizes military affairs. So, 
too, docs Bruce Catton, This Hallowed Ground (1956). See also Catton’s brief 
America Goes to War (1958), a scries of lectures on the meaning of the Civil 
War experience. Roy F. Nichols, The Stakes of Power (1961), j s a provoc- 
ative interpretation by a leading scholar. James F. Rhodes condensed his mas- 
sive researches in two briefer treatments, which have both the defects and the 
merits of the multivolumed work: History of the Civil War, 1861-1865 
(1917) and Lectures on the American Civil War (1913). Carl Sandburg’s 
Storm Over the Land (1942) is an abridgment of Abraham Lincoln: The 
War Years. Carl R. Fish, The American Conflict (1937), is a thoughtful study, 
left incomplete at its author’s death. Other short histories which deserve men- 
tion arc: Alan Barker, The Civil War in America (1961); Roy P. Basler, A 
Short History of the American Civil War (1967); Harry Hansen, The Civil 
War (1961); George F. Milton, Conflict C194O; and Earl S. Miers, The 
Great Rebellion (i95 8 )- While not a general history, James A. Rawley, Turn- 
ing Points of the Civil War (1966), deals intelligently with many aspects of 
the conflict. 

Among the general interpretive essays dealing with the Civil War era, the 
best arc Charles F. Adams, Lee at Appomattox (1902); Adams, Studies, Mili- 
tary and Diplomatic, 1775-1865 Ci 9 1 O; Arthur Bestor, "The American Civil 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


779 


War as a Constitutional Crisis," 69 A.ll.R. 327—52 (1964); Avery O. Cra- 
icn, "The Civil War and the Democratic Process,” 4 A.L.Q. 269-92 (1947); 
Carl N. Degler, “One Among Many,” 39 Virginia Quarterly Review 289—306 
(1963); William A. Dunning, Essays on the Civil War and Reconstruction 
(1898; new ed. with introduction by David Donald, 1965); Allan Nevins, "A 
Major Result o£ the Civil War,” 5 C.W.H. 237-50 (1959); Roy F. Nichols, 
"The Operation of American Democracy, 1861—1865; Some Questions,” 25 
J-S.H. 31-52 (1959); J* G. Randall, 'The Civil War Re-studied," 6 J-S.H. 
439-57 (1940); Denis W. Brogan, “A Fresh Appraisal of the Civil War,” 220 
Harper's 123—44 (i960); Frank E. Vandiver, “The Civil War as an Institu- 
tionalizing Force," in Essays on the American Civil War, ed. by Vandiver and 
Others (1968), 73-87. 

Special attention should be called to Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The 
Civil War in the United States (1937), a provocative compilation of the war- 
time correspondence of the two communist leaders on the American problem. 
For a critical appraisal by an American Marxist, see Eugene D. Genovese, 
“Marxian Interpretations of the Slave South," in Barton J. Bernstein, ed.. 
Towards a New Past (1968), 90-125. Views of Russian Marxists may be 
found in Ada M. Stofiet, translator, “The Civil War— Russian Version (I) 
from the Soviet Encyclopedia," 8 CW.H. 357-64 (1962). and Joseph A. 
Lodgson, “The Civil War — Russian Version (II) : The Soviet Historians," 8 
C.W.H. 365-72 (1962). 

There are several important reference works on the Civil War. The handi- 
est is Mark M. Boatner, III, The Civil War Dictionary (i 9 S 9 )» which con- 
tains brief, accurate articles on the major figures and engagements of the con- 
flict. Edward McPherson, ed , The Political History of the United States . . . 
daring the Great Rebellion . . (xS 64), is a contemporary compilation of 
state papers, official reports, Jaws of Congress, etc. The volumes of Appleton’s 
American Annual Cyclopedia, containing elaborate factual and statistical arti- 
cles on a wide variety of topics, are very valuable for both the war and the Re- 
construction years. Frank Moore, ed.. The Rebellion Record (12 v., 1862-68), 
is a badly arranged but useful compilation of official papers, military accounts, 
newspaper reports, and even poetry. 

The best of ihc Civil War anthologies arc Paul M. Angle and Earl S. Miers, 
cds.. Tragic Years, i860— 1865 (2 v. t i960); Henry S. Commager, ed., The 
Blue and the Cray (2 v., 1950); Otto EiscmchimI and Ralph G. Newman, 
eds., The American Iliad (1947); and Richard B. Harwell, ed.. The Confed- 
erate Reader (1957) and The Union Reader (1958); and William B. HesscI- 
tine, cd.. The Tragic Conflict (1962). 

The most complete pictorial coverage of the conflict is Trancis T. Miller, 
The Photographic History of the Chit War (10 v., 1911; new ed , with in- 
troduction by Henry S. Commager, 1957), but the photographs are badly re- 
produced. Better pictorial histories, using the best modern techniques of re- 
production, arc David Donald, ed.. Divided H'e Fought (1952). Richard M. 
Kctchutn, ed.. The American Heritage Picture History of the Civil War 
(i960); Earl S. Micrs, The American Chit War (1961); and Bell f. W'ftey 
and Hirst D- MilhoUra, They Who fought Here (1959). See also the biogra- 
phies of Mathew- B. Brady. 
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Atlas to Accompany the Official Records of the Union and Confederate 
Annies (1891-95; new ed., with introduction by Henry S. Commager, 1958) 
is an invaluable tool. For modern battle maps, see Vincent J. Esposito, ed., The 
West Point Atlas of American Wars (2 v., 1959). The maps in Joseph B. 
Mitchell, Decisive Battles of the Civil War (1955), are especially designed to 
show present-day highway routes through the battlefields. 

Edmund Wilson, Patriotic Gore (1962), is a profound analysis of the lit- 
erature produced by the Civil War. In a lighter vein is Robert A. Lively, Fic- 
tion Fights the Civil War (1957). Brief but eloquent are Robert Penn War- 
ren’s reflections on the meaning of the conflict, The Legacy of the Civil War 
(1961). 


THE CONFEDERACY AND ITS GOVERNMENT 

On the historiography of the Confederacy see Douglas S. Freeman, The 
Sotith to Posterity (1939), and Charles W. Ramsdell, “Some Problems In- 
volved in Writing the History of the Confederacy,” 2 J.S.H. 133—47 (1936). 
For a good guide to recent literature see Mary E. Massey, "The Confederate 
States of America: The Homefront,” and John G. Barrett, "The Confederate 
States of America at War on Land and Sea,” Chaps. 10 and 1 1 of Writing 
Southern History, ed. Arthur S. Link and Rembert W. Patrick (1965). 

There are several distinguished general histories of the Confederacy. 
E. Merton Coulter, The Confederate States of America, 1861—1865 (1950), 
is particularly good on social and economic developments. Clifford Dowdey, 
The Land They Fought For (1955), concentrates upon military events, with a 
decided anti-Davis interpretation. Clement Eaton, A History of the Southern 
Confederacy (1954), is the soundest and best balanced treatment of all phases 
of the subject. A straightforward narrative, emphasizing military campaigns, is 
Robert S. Henry, The Story of the Confederacy (1931). Nathaniel W. 
Stephenson, The Day of the Confederacy (1919), is an admirable brief in- 
terpretation. For a good, short synthesis of modern scholarship, see Charles P. 
Roland, The Confederacy (i960). Alfred H. Bill’s The Beleaguered City 
(1946), a history of Richmond during the war, is also virtually a history of 
the Confederacy as seen from its capital. The Confederacy (1959), edited by 
Albert D. Kirwan, is an anthology of great value, especially on social and eco- 
nomic developments. Bell I. Wiley and Hirst D. Milhollen, Embattled Confed- 
erates (1964), is the best illustrated history. 

Both the President and the Vice President of the Confederacy left mem- 
oirs: Jefferson Davis, The Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government (2 v., 
1881; new ed., with introduction by Bell I. Wiley, 1958); and Alexander H. 
Stephens, A Constitutional View of the Late War between the States ... (2 
v., 1868-1870); both men concealed more than they revealed. J. L. M. Cur- 
ry’s Civil History of the Government of the Confederate States . . . (1900) 
is useful on internal affairs of the wartime South. Edward A. Pollard, The 
Lost Cause (1866), is a contemporary account marked by venomous anti- 
Davis sentiment. For the decision to move the capital of the Confederacy, see 
Jcrrcll Shofner and William W. Rogers, "Montgomery to Richmond,” 10 
CAV.H. 155-66 (1964). 
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The biographies of Davis and Stephens form important sources of informa- 
tion about the Confederate government. See also the biographies of Benjamin, 
Howell Cobb, T. R. R. Cobb, Foote, Hill, Hunter, Mallory, Memminger, Ran- 
dolph, Reagan, Seddon, Toombs, L. P. Walker, and Yancey. Three Confederate 
diaries are of the greatest importance, those by Mrs. Chesnut, ]. B. Jones, and 
R. G. H. Kean. 

The rather spare official proceedings of the Confederate Congress may be 
found in the Journal of the Congress of the Confederate States of America, 
1861— 1865 (7 v., 1904—1905, Sen. Doc. No. 234, 58 Cong., 2 sess,); fuller 
and livelier accounts of these debates arc presented in the Proceedings of the 
■ . . Confederate Congress (So. Hist. Soc. Papers, XL 1 V— LII, 1923—59; the 
last three volumes of these Proceedings are edited by Frank E. Vandiver}. 
Other useful collections of documents are Douglas S. Freeman, ed., A Calen- 
dar of Confederate Papers . . . (1908}; Rembert W. Patrick, ed.. The Opin- 
ions of the Confederate Attorneys General , 1861—186$ (1950), and James D. 
Richardson, ed., A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Confeder- 
acy ... v„ 1905}. 

For full bibliographies of Confederate publications, see Marjorie L. Cian- 
dall, ed., Confederate Imprints (2 v„ 1955), and Richard Harwell, ed., More 
Confederate Imprints (2 v., 1957}. 

Charles R. Lee, Jr., The Confederate Constitutions (1963), is authorita- 
tive. See also Albert N. Fitts, ‘The Confederate Convention," 2 Ala. R. 83- 
id, 189-210 (1949); Elmer D. Herd, Jr„ “Laurence M. Keitt's Letters from 
the Provisional Congress of the Confederacy, 1861," 6i S C.H.M. 19-25 
(i960}; William R. Leslie, “The Confederate Constitution,” 2 Michigan Quar- 
terly Review 153-65 (1963}; H. C. Nixon and John C. Nixon, "The Confed- 
erate Constitution Today,” 9 Ga. R. 369-97 (1955}; and William M. Robin- 
son, Jr,, "A New Deal in Constitutions,” 4 J.S.H. 449-61 (1938). 

William M. Robinson, Jr., Justice in Gray (1941), is the definitive study 
of the judicial system of the Confederacy. It can be supplemented by two es- 
53) s: S. D. B rummer, "The Judicial Interpretation of the Confederate Consti- 
tution," in Studies in Southern History and Politics Inscribed to William Archi- 
bald Dunning (1914}, 105-33, and J- G. de R. Hamilton, "The State Courts 
and the Confederate Constitution,” 4 J.S.H. 425-48 (1938}. 

Burton J. Hendrick, Statesmen of the Lost Cause (1939), and Rembert W. 
Patrick, Jefferson Daiis and J!is Cabinet (1944}, are two important studies of 
the Confederate executive departments. On Davis's role as President, see, in ad- 
dition to his biographies, Robert D. Meade, "The Relations between Judah P. 
Benjamin and Jefferson Davis,” 5 J.S.H. 468-78 (1939): Ralph Richardson, 
"The Choice of Jefferson Davis as Confederate President," 17 /. Miss ff. 161— 
76 (1955}; Ilaulson A. Tsexlct, "Jefferson Davis and the Confederate Patron- 
age,” 28 S.A Q. 45—58 (1929}; and Trexler, "The Davis Administration and 
the Richmond Press, r 86 1—1865,” 16 JS.lt. 177— 95 (1950}. 

Studies of the workings of the Confederate war, navy, and state depart- 
ments are cited below, under separate headings. On the Southern postal sys- 
tem there are three useful works: August Dietz, The Postal Sen ice of the Con- 
federate States of America ( 1929}; Walter F. McCaleb. The Organization of 
the Post-Office Department of the Confederacy,” 12 A-ILR. 66-74 (1906}; 
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and Cedric 0 . Reynolds, "The Postal System of the Southern Confederacy,” 12 
W. Va. H. 200-80 (1951). On Southern government employees in general, 
see Paul P. Van Riper and Harry N. Scheiber, “The Confederate Civil Ser- 
vice," 25 J.S.H. 448-70 (1959), and Monroe Haskell, “Early Confederate Po- 
litical Patronage,” 20 Ala. R. 45-61 (1967). 

Wilfred B. Yearns, The Confederate Congress (i960), is a thorough study, 
but it can be supplemented by Richard E. Beringer, "A Profile of the Members 
of the Confederate Congress," 33 J.S.H. 518—41 (1967). See also the biogra- 
phies of leading congressmen and Bell I. Wiley, ed., Letters of Warren Akin, 
Confederate Congressman (i960). Since there were no organized parties, poli- 
tics in the Confederacy has been a neglected subject, but Thomas B. Alexan- 
der, "Persistent Whiggery in the Confederate South, 1860—1877,” 27 J.S.H. 
305—29 (1961), offers valuable insights. 

For the relation between central and local governments May S. Ringold, 
The Role of the State Legislatures in the Confederacy (1966), is invaluable. 
Curtis A. Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy (1966), is also 
useful. 

Virtually every historian of the Civil War has made at least an implicit 
judgment as to the reasons for the failure of the Confederacy. For the histori- 
ography of this subject see Robert D. Little, "Southern Historians and the 
Downfall of the Confederacy," 3 Ala. R. 243-62 (1950) and 4 ibid. 38-54 
(1951). Other explicit discussions of the causes of the defeat of the South 
may be found in Henry S. Commager, ed., The Defeat of the Confederacy 
(1964); David Donald, ed., Why the North Won the Civil War (i960); 
Lawrence H. Gipson, “The Collapse of the Confederacy,” 4 M.V.H.R. 437-58 
(1918); Frank L. Owsley, "Local Defense and the Overthrow of the Confeder- 
acy," 11 M.V.H.R. 490-525 (1925); Charles H. Wesley, The Collapse of the 
Confederacy (1922); and Bell I. Wiley, The Road to Appomattox (1956). 

THE CONFEDERACY: STATE STUDIES 

There are a number of state and local studies which cast light on the prob- 
lems of the Confederacy. There is no thorough study of Virginia; one must con- 
sult Hamilton ]. Eckenrode, The Political History of Virginia during the Re- 
construction (1904), Chaps. 1-2, and the biographies of Letcher and William 
Smith. Louis H. Manarin, ed., Richmond at War: The Minutes of the City 
Council, 1861-1865 (1966), is an important source. 

On North Carolina the standard work is John G. Barrett, The Civil War 
in North Carolina (1963). See also J. G. de R. Hamilton, "The North Caro- 
lina Courts and the Confederacy," 4 N.C.H.R. 366-403 (1927), and the bi- 
ographies of Ellis, Holden, and Vance. 

Charles E. Cauthen, South Carolina Goes to War, 1861-1865 (1950), is 
an admirable monograph. 

Georgia, too, has been thoroughly studied in T. Conn Bryan, Confederate 
Georgia (i 953 )- Consult also J. Horace Bass, "Civil War Finance in Georgia,” 
26 Go. H. Q- 2 1 3—24 ( 1 942); Joseph H. Parks, "State Rights in a Crisis: Gov- 
ernor Joseph E. Brown versus President Jefferson Davis," 32 J.S.H. 3-24 
(1966); John O. Sumner, contributor, "Georgia and the Confederacy, 1865," 
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i A.H.R. 97—102 C 1 895); and the biographies of Joseph E, Brown, Howell 
Cobb, Stephens, and Toombs. See also Alexander A. Lawrence, A Present for 
Mr. Lincoln: The Story of Savannah from Secession to Sherman (1961). 

John E. Johns, Florida during the Cn'tl War (1963). largely supersedes 
William W Davis, The Civil War and Reconstruction in Alabama ( 191 3), for 
the war years. 

On Alabama the basic work is still Walter L. Fleming. Cirri IVar and Re- 
construction in Alabama (1905). 

Mississippi is admirably treated in John K. Bettersworth, Confederate Mis- 
sissippi (1943), John K. Bettersworth and James \V. Silver, eds., Mississippi 
*« the Confederacy (2 v., 1961), and Edwin C. Bearss, Decision in Missis- 
sippi (1962). See also James W. Sihcr, ed , "The Breakdown of Morale in 
Central Mississippi in 1864. Letters of Judge Robert S. Hudson," 16 J. Miss. 
H. 99-120 (1954). 

On Tennessee, see Joseph H. Parks, "Memphis under Military Rule, 18 62 
to 1865," E. Term. Hist. Soc. Pubs, No. 14 (1942), 3 1-58 (J942); 
Digby G. Seymour, Divided Loyalties. Fort Sanders and the Cnil War in East 
Tennessee (1963); Oliver P. Temple, East Tennessee and the Cm! War 
C1899); and the biographies of Brownlow and Andrew Johnson. Kentucky af- 
fairs are fully analyzed in E. Merton Coulter, The Cini War and Readjustment 
ht Kentucky (1926). See also Wilson P. Shortridge, "Kentucky Neutrality in 
1861," 9 M.V.H.R. 283-30* (1923) and Thomas Speed, The Union Cause 
in Kentucky, 1860-/865 (1907). 

Jefferson D. Bragg, Louisiana in the Confederacy (1941), is a work of ad- 
mirable thoroughness, but John D. Winters, The Civil War in Louisiana 
O963). is also valuable. See also Gerald M Capers, Occupied City New Or- 
leans under the Federal s, 1862-1865 (1965): Jo Ann Carrigan, "Yankees ver- 
sus Yellow Jack in New Orleans, 1862-1866,” 9 C.W.fl. 248-60 (1963); 
Elisabeth J. Dojle, “Greenbacks, Car Tickets, and the Pot of Gold,” 5 C.W.H. 
347-62 (1959); Dojle, “New Orleans Courts under Military Occupation, 
1861—1865," 42 M/d Am. 185—92 ( 1 960); Doyle, "Nurseries of Treason: 
Schools in Occupied New Orleans,” 16 J.S.fi. 161-79 (i960); Roger W. 
Shugg, Origins of Class Struggle; and the biographies of Allen, Banks, and 
Butler. 

The other tra ns -Mississippi states of the Confederacy have been less fully 
studied. Arthur R. Kirkpatrick, "Missouri's Secessionist Government, 1861— 
1865,” 45 Mo. H« R. 124-37 (1951): Kirkpatrick, "The Admission of Mis- 
souri to the Confederacy," 55 Afo. It. R. 366-86 (1961); Kirkpatrick, "Mis- 
souri's Delegation in the Confederate Congress," 5 C.W.H. 788-98 (1959); 
and William II. Lyon, "Claiborne Fox Jackson and the Secession Crisis in Mis- 
souri," 58 Mo. II. R. 422-41 (1964), arc good introductions to Confederate 
operations in that state. Sec also the discussion, below, of military operations in 
the trans-Mississippi West. On Arkansas one must use ANcn Ik' Jones and 
Virginia A. Buttiy, ".Military Events in Arkanras during the Civil War. r86t- 
1865," 32 Ark. II. Q. 124-70 (1963), and Thomas S. Staples, Reconstruc- 
tion In Arkaniai. 1862-1874 (19* j). Chaps, i-j. Tor Texas, see Stephen B. 
Oates, "Texas under the Secessionists," 67 Sw. II, Q. 167—212 (1963), »&d 
the biographies of Houston. Kirbv Smith, and Lubbock. 
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A good deal has been written about the Confederacy and the Indian terri- 
tory. The best general works are Annie H. Abel, The American Indian as Slave- 
holder and Secessionist (2 v., 1915-19), and Frank Cunningham, General 
Stand Watie’s Confederate Indians (1959). Other useful accounts are Ed- 
ward E. Dale, “The Cherokees in the Confederacy,” 13 J.S.H. 159-85 
(1947), and Dean Trickett, "The Civil War in the Indian Territory,” 19 
Chronicles of Okla. 55-69, 381-96 (1941). 

THE CONFEDERACY: ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL STUDIES 

The best treatment of financial and industrial developments in the war- 
time South is John C. Schwab’s authoritative The Confederate States of Amer- 
ica, 1861—1865 (1901). Charles W. Ramsdell, Behind the Lines in the South- 
ern Confederacy (1944). is a thoughtful treatment of developments on the 
homefront. The impact of the war on the ordinary citizens of the South is 
graphically described in Bell I. Wiley, The Plain People of the Confederacy 
(i943)- 

Richard C. Todd, Confederate Finance (1954), is a thorough, accurate 
treatment of a difficult subject. Three essays by Eugene M. Lerner are also of 
great importance in understanding Confederate economic difficulties: “Money, 
Prices, and Wages in the Confederacy,” 63 J. Pol. E con. 20-40 (1955); 
"Monetary and Fiscal Programs of the Confederate Government, 1861—65,” 
62 J. Pol. E con. 506-22 (1954); and "Inflation in the Confederacy, 1861— 
1865,” in Milton Friedman, ed., Studies in the Quantity Theory of Money 
(1956), 163-78. See also Ralph L. Andreano, "A Theory of Confederate Fi- 
nance," 2 C.W.H. 21-28 (1956); James L. Nichols, “The Tax-in-Kind in 
the Department of the Trans-Mississippi,” 5 C.W.H. 382-89 (1959); and 
John C. Schwab, “Prices in the Confederate States, 1861—65," *4 P.S.Q. 
281-304 C1899). 

On the relation of the Confederate government to industry see Lester J. 
Cappon, “Government and Private Industry in the Southern Confederacy,” in 
Humanistic Studies in Honor of John Calvin Metcalf (1941), 151-89; 
Louise B. Hill, State Socialism in the Confederate States of America (1937); 
and Charles W. Ramsdell, “The Control of Manufacturing by the Confederate 
Government,” 8 M.V.H.R. 231—49 (1921). 

There is no general history of manufacturing in the Confederacy, but see 
Victor S. Clark, History of Manufactures in the United States (1929), II, 41- 
53. Charles B. Dew’s admirable biography of Joseph R. Anderson is also a 
study of the South’s most important iron works. See also Frank E. Vandiver, 
"The Shelby Iron Company in the Civil War,” 1 Ala. R. 203-17 (1948). 

Robert C. Black, III, The Railroads of the Confederacy (1952), is a 
richly rewarding study of one of the great failures of the Southern govern- 
ment. Angus J. Johnston, II, Virginia Railroads in the Civil War (1961), is 
able and intelligent. Other valuable studies of Southern railroads include Rob- 
ert L. Clarke, “The Florida Railroad Company in the Civil War," 19 J.S.H. 
180-92 Ci 953 ); Lco E - Huff > “The Memphis and Little Rock Railroad dur- 
ing the Civil War,” 23 Ark. H. Q. 260-70 (1964); Charles L. Price, "North 
Carolina Railroads during the Civil War,” 7 C.W.H. 298-309 (1961); 
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Charles W. Ramsdell, “The Confederate Government and the Railroads," 22 
AH.R. 794-810 0917): Robert E. Riegel, "Federal Operation of Southern 
Railroads during the Civil War," 9 M.V.H.R. 126-38 Charles W. 

Turner, “The Virginia Central Railroad at War, 1861—1865,” 12 J.S.H. 487- 
509 Ci 946); and Turner, “The Virginia Southwestern Railroad System at 
War, 1861-1865“ 24 1ST.C.H.R. 467-84 (1947). 

Southern trading activities are treated in E. Merton Coulter, “Commercial 
Intercourse with the Confederacy in the Mississippi Valley, 1861—1865," 5 
jM.V.U.R, 377—95 (1919); William Diamond, “Imports of the Confederate 
Government from Europe and Mexico," 6 J.S.H. 470—503 (1940); Joseph H. 
Parks, "A Confederate Trade Center under Federal Occupation : Memphis, 
1862 to 1865," 7 J.S.H. 289-314 C1941); and Frank E. Vandiver, ed.. Con- 
federate Blockade Running through Bermuda, 1861 — i86j (1947). 

Paul W. Gates, Agriculture and the Civil War ( 1965), gives extensive 
treatment to the South. See also D. Clayton James, "Mississippi Agriculture, 
1861—1865,” 24 J. Miss. H. 129—41 (1962), and Charles P. Roland, Louisi- 
ana Sugar Plantations during the American Civil War (1957). 

Two books by Ella Lonn, Foreigners in the Confederacy (1940) and Salt 
as a Factor in the Confederacy (1933), are definitive treatments of their sub- 
jects, and both cast much light on the general economic and social problems of 
the South as well. 

Other useful articles relating to economic conditions within the Confed- 
eracy are: Ralph W. Donnelly, "Confederate Copper," 1 C.W.H. 355-70 
(*955); Edwin B. Coddington, ‘The Activities and Attitudes of a Confederate 
Businessman: Gazaway B. Lamar" 9 J.S.H. 3-36 (1943); William M. Rob- 
inson, Jr., “Prohibition in the Confederacy,” 37 A.H.R. 50-S8 (1931); 
James L. Sellers, ‘The Economic Incidence of the Civil War in the South,” 14 
M.V.H.R. 179-91 Ci 927): and Gordon Wright, “Economic Conditions in the 
Confederacy as Seen by the French Consuls," 7 J.S.H. 19 5-2 14 C1941). 

Mary Elizabeth Massey’s study of wartime shortages in the South, Ersatz in 
the Confederacy (1952), is both charmingly written and highly informative. 
Equally valuable is Miss Massey’s Refugee Life in the Confederacy O964). 

Miss Massey’s carefully researched Bonnet Brigades: American Women 
and the Civtl War Cl 966), gives much attention to the women of the South. 

It largely replaces Francis B. Simkinj and James W. Palion, The Women of 
the Confederacy (1936), and John L. Underwood, The Women of the Con- 
federacy C 1 9065. Still valuable are Katharine M. Jones, Heroines of Dixie 
(*955), and Ladies of Richmond (1962). See also the biographical entries 
under Myrta L. Avary, Mary B. Blackford, Mary B. Chesnut, Sarah M. Daw- 
son, Emma LeConte, Phoebe Y. Pember, and Kate Stone. 

Southern wartime medicine is elaborately treated in H. II. Cunningham, 
Doctors In Cray (*958), and more briefly in George W. Adams, "Confederate 
Medicine," 6 J.S.H. J5J-66 (1940). These studies can be supplemented by- 
two articles by Norman II. Ptanke: "Official and Industrial Aspects of Phar- 
macy In the Confederacy." 37 G<t. H. Q. 175-87 ( *953). and "Pharmacs and 
Pharmacists in the Confederacy," 38 Ca. II. Q. 11-28 (1954). 

Efforts of the Southern state governments to relieve destitution among the 
families of soldiers hav e been treated in Edwin B- Coddington. "Soldiers’ Re- 
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lief in the Seaboard States of the Confederacy,” 37 M.V.H.R. 17-38 095 °); 
in Clyde O. Fisher, "The Relief of Soldiers’ Families in North Carolina during 
the Civil War,” 16 S.A.Q. 60-72 (1917); and in articles by William F. 
Zornow: “Aid for the Indigent Families of Soldiers in Virginia, 1861-1865,” 
66 Va. M. H. B. 454-58 (1958); “State Aid for Indigent Soldiers and Their 
Families in Florida, 1861—1865,” 34 Fla. H. Q. 259—65 (1956); and State 
Aid for Indigent Soldiers and Their Families in Louisiana, 1861—1865,” 39 
La. H. Q. 375-80 (1956). 

For an excellent account of cultural life in the Confederacy, see Clement 
Eaton, The Waning of the Old South Civilization (1968). 

The best book on religion in the Confederacy is James W. Silver, Confed- 
erate Morale and Chttrch Propaganda C 1 957)- Highly valuable are several arti- 
cles by W. Harrison Daniel: "Bible Publication and Procurement in the Confed- 
eracy," 24 J.S.H. 191— 201 (1958); “The Christian Association: A Religious 
Society in the Army of Northern Virginia,” 69 Va. M. H. B. 93—100 (1961); 
“Protestant Clergy and Union Sentiment in the Confederacy,” 23 T enn. H. Q. 
284-90 Ci 964); "Southern Protestantism — 1861 and After,” 5 C.W.H. 276— 
82 (1959); “Southern Protestantism and Army Missions in the Confederacy,” 
17 Miss. Q. 179-91 Ci 964); “Southern Protestantism and the Negro, i860— 
1865,” 41 N.C.H.R. 338—59 C1964); “Southern Presbyterians in the Confed- 
eracy,” 44 N.C.H.R. 231-55 C1967); and “Virginia Baptists, 1861—1865,” 
72 Va. M. H. B. 94-114 C1964). Other useful studies are T. Conn Bryan, 
“The Churches in Georgia during the Civil War,” 33 Ga. H. Q. 283—302 
C1949); Joseph B. Cheshire, The Church in the Confederate States: A History 
of the Protestant Episcopal Church (1912); Walter L. Fleming, “The 
Churches of Alabama during the Civil War and Reconstruction,” 7 Gulf States 
Hist. Mag. 105-27 C1902.); Samuel Horst, Mennonites in the Confederacy: 
A Study in Civil War Pacificism C1967); Bertram W. Korn, “The Jews of the 
Confederacy,” 13 American Jewish Archives 3-90 (1961); Oscar Lipscomb, 
"Catholics in Alabama, 1861-1865,” 20 Ala. R. 278-88 O967); Haskell 
Monroe, “South Carolinians and the Formation of the Presbyterian Church in 
the Confederate States of America,” 42 Journal of Presbyterian History 219- 
43 (1964); Edgar L. Pennington, "The Confederate Episcopal Church in 
1863,” 52 S. C. Hist, and Geneal. Mag. 5-16 (1951); Sidney J. Romero, 
“The Confederate Chaplain,” 1 C.W.H. 127-40 (1955)', Romero, “Louisiana 
Clergy and the Confederate Army,” 22 La. H. 277-300 (1961); and John 
Shepard, Jr., "Religion in the Army of Northern Virginia,” 25 N.C.H.R. 341- 
76 (1948). 

There is no full-scale study of Confederate journalism. Several articles, 
however, arc suggestive: J. Cutler Andrews, “The Confederate Press and Pub- 
lic Morale,” 32 J.S.H. 445-65 O966); Andrews, “The Southern Telegraph 
Company, 1861-1865: A Chapter in the History’ of Wartime Communica- 
tions,” 30 J.S.H. 3 1 9—44 0 944 ); Thomas H. Baker, "Refugee Newspaper: 
The Memphis Daily Appeal, 1862-1865,” 29 J.S.H. 326-44 (1963); Roy W. 
Curry, “The Newspaper Press and the Civil War in West Virginia,” 6 W. Va. 
H. 225-64 (1945): Lawrence Huff, “Joseph Addison Turner: Southern Edi- 
tor during the Civil War,” 29 J.S.H. 469-85 (1963); John P. Jones, Jr., 
“The Confederate Press and the Government,” 37 Americana 7-27 0 943); 
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Henry T. Malone, “Atlanta Journalism during the Confederacy,” 37 Ga. H. Q. 
210-19 Ci953); William F. Swindler, ‘The Southern Press in Missouri, 
1861-/864," 35 Mo. H, R. 394-400 (1941); and Sell 1 . Wiley, "Camp 
Newspapers of the Confederacy,” 20 N.C.H.R. 327—35 (1943) See also 
Rabun L. Brantley, Georgia Journalism of the Civil War Period (1929). 

THE CONFEDERACY: DISAFFECTION AND DISLOYALTY 

Carieton Beals, War Within a War: The Confederacy Against Itself 
(1965}, is a popular treatment, of little scholarly merit. 

One source of discontent with the Confederate government is admirably 
and succinctly presented in Frank L. Owsley, State Rights in the Confederacy 
(*925). The effect of conscription in lowering Confederate morale is analyzed 
in Albert B. Moore, Conscription and Conflict in the Confederacy (1924). 
The problem of desertions from the Southern armies is well handled in Ella 
Lonn, Desertion during the Civil War (1928), and in Bessie Martin, Deser- 
tion of Alabama Troops from the Confederate Army (1932). See also Richard 
Bardolph, "Inconstant Rebels: Desertion of North Carolina Troops in the Civil 
War," 41 N.C.ff.R. 163-89 (1964)- 

The best study of the peace mosement in the South is Georgia L. Tatum, 
Disloyalty in the Confederacy (1934)- Frank W. Klingberg, The Southern 
Claims Commission (1955), shows the extraordinary amount of Unionism 
which persisted in the Confederacy. 

A number of useful articles deal with aspects of Southern disaffection: Ste- 
phen E. Ambrose, "Yeoman Discontent in the Confederacy ,” 8 C.W.H. 259- 
68 O962); Hugh C. Bailey, "Disaffection in the Alabama Hill Country, 
1861,” 4 C.W.Jf. 183-94 (1958); Bailey, “Disloyalty in Early Confederate 
Alabama,” 23 J.S.H. 522-28 (>957); John K. Bettersworth, cd., “Mississippi 
Unionism: The Case of the Reverend James A. Lyon,” 1 /. Miss. II. 37-52 
Ci 939); Norman D. Brown, "A Union Election in Civ il War North Carolina,” 
43 N.C.H.R. 381-400 Ci 966); Howard T. Dimich, “Peace Overtures of July, 
1864 " 29 La. II. Q. 1241—58 (1946); Claude Elliott, "Union Sentiment in 
Texas, 1861-1865/’ 50 Su\ IL Q • 449-77 (1947); Walter L. Fleming, "The 
Peace Movement in Alabama during the Civil War,” 2 S.A.Q. 114-24, 246— 
60 C1903); Harold M. Hjman, "Deceit in Dixie," 3 C.W.H. 65-82 C*957)i 
Angus J. Johnston, II, "Disloyalty on Confederate Railroads in Virginia," 63 
V«. M, If. R. 410—26 Ci9S5): Ludwell II. Johnson, “Contraband Trade dur- 
ing the Last Year of the Civ if War," 49 M.V.ILR. 635-53 O963); Trank W. 
Klingberg, ‘The Case of the Minors: A Unionist Family within the Confcdcr- 
acy,” 13 J.S II. 17-45 (1947); Barnes F. Lathrop, "Disaffection in Confeder- 
ate Louisiana: The Ca«e of Wifham Hyman,” 24 f.S.II. 308—18 O958); Dur- 
ward Long, “Unanimity and Disloyalty in Secessionist Alabama,” 11 C.W.H. 
257-74 (*965); Eugene C. Murdock, "Was It a ‘Poor Man’s Fight'?" 10 
C.W.H. 241-45 C * 9653 ; Horace IV. Rapcr, 'William \V. Holden and the 
Peace Movement in North Carolina." 31 N.C II.R. 493—516 (1954); A. Scl- 
lew Roberts, "The Peace Movement in North Carotina.” 1 1 M V II.R. 190-99 
C 1 9 2 4 ) : Hcnrv T. Shantv, "Divlovaltr to the Confederacy in Southwestern 
Virginia, 1861-1863,“ at N.C.H.R. 118—35 (1944); J Reuben Sheeler, 
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"The Development of Unionism in East Tennessee,” 29 J.N.H. 166-203 
(1944); Meriwether Stuart, "Samuel Ruth and General R. E. Lee: Disloyalty 
and the Line of Supply to Fredericksburg, 1862-1863,” 71 Va. M. H. B. 35- 
109 (1963); Ethel Taylor, "Discontent in Confederate Louisiana,” 2 La. H. 
410-28 (1961); Rosser H. Taylor, ed., “Boycc-Hammond Correspondence," 
3 J.S.H. 348—54 (1937); an tl Ted R. Worley, "The Arkansas Peace Society 
of 1861: A Study in Mountain Unionism,” 24 J.S.H. 445-56 (1958). See 
also the biographies of Joseph E. Brown, Brownlow, Dahlgren, and Holden. 


WARTIME GOVERNMENT IN THE NORTH 

Most of the general histories of the Civil War give extended treatment to 
ic Northern government and to Northern wartime politics. Nevins’s The War 
for the Union and Rhodes’s History of the United States arc particularly full 
l h I| SP fJ hC biographies and many of the special studies of Lincoln 
Lc J I™, } w T tlerS - SCC thc '' LincoIniana ” section above. Margaret 

-'<£ «*■ 

WclS C lfsted C in 0 A B "r ’ B T ni r 8 ’ Chasc ’ Fishcr - Gllrow ski, Hay, Strong, and 
. ! ’ d ,n r thc ^ 10 8 ra phical section of this bibliography, arc of the great- 

impor ance for an understanding of Northern wartime politics. 

1 m ln , C ° " S j Ca ,lnct ’ sce ’ in ac 1 clition to Hendrick, Lincoln's War Cabinet 
CC '„S wX's ' CSSC "‘""’ "•*"> *— * *■» Speed, Stan- 

sec Edward C* ^ovktn'j °V lI ’ U I ’i° rUlc 1 rn Con Srcss during lire Civil War, but 
095 ! SaS iTW' ll,ln and , 1 ,c Civil War 

C.W.H. 153-62 cinsv-) T thf ° rd ,’ n C ° ngress at thc Outbreak of the War,” 3 
Nonmilitary Legislation of the Lint CivUw’ ^ ueprint for Modern America: 
tant pioneering study See also thc biom- 1 C ° n Z res * C1968), is an impor- 
Blaine, Browning, ZacharS ,° f SUCh ,Cadin S Congressmen as 

Grimes, Hale, R^md ohnson^ C ° T nkHng ’ S ’ S ' Cox ’ H - W - Davis, 
Sprague Steven, Stunner, Trumbull" Wade.TnTw^d. M ° re “’ M " r ‘"- 

book on w™„ 7 L Cblican ? ?"T K T «** * 
years the nature ™d deLiS 

bated by historians. Sec, for examnle^lln r Pad,cal, f ( m has be en hotly de- 
United States Senate, i86i-,86W’ r W n ^ B J° C and Party in the 
aid, “Devils Facing Zionwards,” in Grady Mr'wi 22J ~ 4 \ C * 9 6 7 )i David Don- 
and thc Radicals, 72-91; Donald The P ed- ’ Grant > Lce > Lincoln 

(.965)1 Edward L ,S63 - S67 

VJ 7-45 0965)1 Glenn M. Linden, r^"!”" ” C ' W £' 

House of Representatives, 1 861-187, ” n w rT Ec ° nomic Policies: The 
'“Radicals’ and Economic Policies- The Semin or 51-65 ^ 1 967D ; Linden, 
99 (.966); and T. Harry Will L ”1 in " t ’ l86 ! -l8 73 /’ 32 J.S.H. 189- 
• mS ’ L,ncoln a "d Ac Radicals: An Essay in 
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Civil War History and Historiography,” in McWhiney, ed.. Grant, Lee, Lin- 
coln and the Radicals, 92—117. For conflicting appraisals of one of the princi- 
pal Radical agencies, see William W. Pierson, Jr., “The Committee on the Con- 
duct of the Civil War,” 23 A.H.R. 550—76 (1918), and Hans L. Trefousse, 
"The Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War: A Reassessment," 10 
C.W.H. 5-19 (1964), 

So much attention has been given to the Radicals that the rest of the po- 
litical spectrum has been largely neglected. See, however, William D. Mallam, 
"Lincoln and the Conservatives,” 28 J.S.H. 31—45 (1962), and Leonard P. 
Curry, "Congressional Democrats, 1861—1863,” 12 C.W.H. 213—29 (1966). 
The biographies of Crittenden continue to be useful on this topic, and 
Thomas B Alexander, "Is Civil War History Polarized?” East Term. Hist, Soc. 
Pubs., No. 29 (1957), 10—39, is thought-provoking. 

Paul P. Van Riper and Keith A. Sutherland, "The Northern Civil Service, 
1861—1865,” l 1 C.W.H . 351-69 C1965), is an important study in a ne- 
glected area. 

On the judiciary under Lincoln, consult David M. Silver’s excellent Lin- 
coln's Supreme Court (1956), and the biographies of Justices Chase, Davis, 
Field, Miller, Taney, and \Va>ne. Samuel Klaus, ed., The Milligan Case 
C>929), is an extended treatment of one of the major cases which rose during 
the war, though the court’s actual decision was not given until after hostili- 
ties had Ceased. J. G. Randall’s Constitutional Problems under Lincoln is in- 
dispensable to any understanding of the legal and judicial aspects of the war. 
See also Dean Sprague, freedom under Lincoln (1965). and Harold M. Hy- 
man, “Law and the Impact of the Civil War. A Review Essay,” 14 C.W.H. 
51-59 (1968). 

The soldier vote during the Civil War has attracted a surprising amount 
of attention from historians. The fullest treatment is Josiah H. Benton, Voting 
in the Field (1915), but see also Ljnwood G. Downs, "The Soldier Vote and 
Minnesota Politics, 1862-65,” 26 Minn. II. 187-210 C 1 945): Walter N. 
Trenerry, "Votes [or Minnesota’s Civil War Soldiers,” 36 Minn. II. 167-72 
(*959); T. Harry Williams, "Voters in Blue,” 31 M.V.H.R. 187-204 
C 1 944); and Oscar O. Winther, "The Soldier Vote in the Election of 1864," 
25 N.Y.I1. 440-58 (1944). 

Useful articles dealing with various aspects of Northern politics during 
the Civil War are: John D. Carter, "Abraham Lincoln and the California Pa- 
tronage," 48 A.H.R. 495—506 (1943); Harold M. Dudley, “The Election of 


1864,” 18 M.V.H.R . 500-18 (1932); James F. Gloneck, "Lincoln, Johnson, 
and the Baltimore Ticket," 6 A.I..Q. 155-71 (1951); Winfred A Harbi- 
son, "Indiana Republicans and she Re-election of President Lincoln,” 34 I n j 
M. II. 42-64 (1938); Harbison, “Lincoln and the Indiana Republicans 
«86i-6a," 33 I nd. M. H. 277-303 Ci937): Reinhard H. Luthin, "A Dis- 
cordant Chapter in Lincoln's Administration: The Davis-Bbir Controversy " ao 
Md. H. M. 25-48 (>944): H*rn F- Pratt, The Repudiation of Lincoln’* 
War Policy In 1 862— Stuarl-Svsetl Congressional Campaign,” 2 , J [ $ jr c 
129-40 (193O; Kenneth M. Stampp.The Milligan Case and the He rtt™, „r 
1864 in Indiana," 31 M.V.H.R. 41-58 (1944). tection of 
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THE WARTIME NORTH: STATE AND LOCAL STUDIES 

William B. Weeden, War Government, Federal and State, in Massachu- 
setts, New York, Pennsylvania, and Indiana, 1867—1865 (1906), is a useful 
introduction to the important work done by the state governments of the North 
during the Civil War. William B. Hesseltine’s Lincoln and the War Governors, 
previously cited, is also valuable. See, too, the biographies of such Northern 
war governors as Andrew, Austin Blair, Curtin, Gamble, Hicks, Kirkwood, 

E. D. Morgan, Morton, Pierpont, Seymour, and Yates. 

Many of the Northeastern states during the Civil War era deserve further 
study. Edith E. Ware, Political Opinion in Massachusetts during the Civil War 
and Reconstruction (1916), though old, is still valuable. John Niven, Con- 
necticut for the Union (1965), is an admirable treatment of that state’s role in 
the war. Sidney D. Brummer, Political History of New York State during the 
Period of the Civil War (191 1), is both thin and narrow. Some of its deficien- 
cies are remedied in James A. Frost, “The Home Front in New York during the 
Civil War,” 42 N.Y.H. 273—97 (7961), and Robert J. Rayback, “New York 
State in the Civil War," 42 N.Y.H. 56—70 C1961). For New Jersey, consult 
Charles M. Knapp, New Jersey Politics during the Period of the Civil War 
and Reconstruction (1924), and Earl S. Miers, ed., New Jersey and the Civil 
War ( 1964]). The byzantine politics of Pennsylvania are analyzed in Stanton L. 
Davis, Pennsylvania Politics, 1860—1863 (1935), and Erwin S. Bradley, The 
Triumph of Militant Republicanism: A Study of Pennsylvania and Presiden- 
tial Politics, 1860-1872 (1964). William Dusinberre, Civil War Issues in 
Philadelphia, 1856-1865 (1965), is provocative and important. See also Win- 
nifred Mackay, “Philadelphia during the Civil War, 1861—1865,” 70 Pa. M. 
H. & B. 3—51 (1946); William L, Calderhead, "Philadelphia in Crisis, June- 
July, 1863,” 28 Pa. H. 142—55 C 1 96 1 ) ; and the diary of Sidney G. Fisher. 

The border states have been thoroughly studied. For a general treatment 
see Edward C. Smith, The Borderland in the Civil War (1927). Harold Han- 
cock, Delaware during the Civil War (7967), is an objective and exhaustive 
political history. See also H. Clay Reed, "Lincoln’s Compensated Emancipa- 
tion Plan and Its Relation to Delaware,” Delaware Notes, 7 ser. (Univ. of Del., 
7937). On Maryland, see Charles B. Clark, “Politics in Maryland during the 
Civil War,” 36 Md. H. M. 239-62, 387-93 (1941); 37 ibid. 171—92, 378- 
99 (i 94 2 ); 38 ih‘d. 230-60 (1943); 39 ibid. 749-61, 375-37 (7944); 4 ° 
ibid. 233-41, 295-309 (7945); and 47 ibid. 732-58 (1946). Clark's "Sup- 
pression and Control of Maryland, 7867-1865 • • • »” 54 Md. Id. M. 241— 
7 i (i 959 ). and Charles L. Wagandt, “Election by Sword and Ballot: The 
Emancipation Victory of 1863," 59 Md. H. M. 143-64 (1964), are also val- 
uable. See, too, Wagandt’s The Mighty Revolution, cited below in the section 
on “The Negro in the Civil War.” 

For West Virginia, Richard O. Curry, A House Divided: A Study of State- 
hood Politics and the Copperhead Movement in West Virginia (1964), re- 
places earlier studies, though Randall’s Constitutional Problems under Lin- 
coln continues to be valuable. See also George E. Moore, A Banner in the Hills 
(1963), and Boyd B. Stutler, West Virginia in the Civil War (1963). For 
Kentucky see, in addition to Coulter’s admirable The Civil War and Read- 
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juitment in Keniuchy, William H. Townsend, Lincoln »»d 
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186.-1865 C.963). » a thorough study, largely superseding Sceta B. Ltug. 
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307 Cl 961); Leo P. Kibby, “California, the Civil War, and the Indian Prob- 
lem,” 4 Journal of the West 183-209, 377-410 (1965); Kibby, “Some As- 
pects of California’s Military Problems during the Civil War,” 5 C.W.H. 251— 
62 (1959); and Kibby, “Union Loyalty of California’s Civil War Governors,” 
44 Cal. H. S. Q. 31 1— 2r (1965). 

In a special category is Constance M. Green, Washington; Village and Cap- 
ital, 1800-1878 (1962), containing thoughtful and thoroughly researched 
chapters on the District of Columbia during wartime. 

THE NORTH: ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL STUDIES 

The best survey of economic and social developments in the wartime North 
is still Emerson D. Fite, Social and Industrial Conditions in the North during 
the Civil War C1910). A valuable anthology of firsthand accounts is George W. 
Smith and Charles Judah, eds., Life in the North during the Civil War ( 1966). 

On the fiscal policies of the Federal government see, in addition to the bi- 
ographies of Chase, the excellent discussion in Paul Studenski and Herman E. 
Krooss, Financial History of the United States (1952). Bray Hammond, “The 
North’s Empty Purse,” 67 A.H.R. 1— 18 (1961), is a masterly analysis of the 
state of the treasury at the outbreak of hostilities. Bert W. Rein, An Analysis 
and Critique of the Union Financing of the Civil War (1962), is brief but 
useful. Paul B. Trescott, "Federal Government Receipts and Expenditures, 
x86i-r875,” 26 J. Ec. H. 206-22 (1966), presents data not easily found else- 
where. Wesley C. Mitchell, A History of the Greenbacks . . . (1903), re- 
mains a classic in its field, but it can be supplemented at points by Don C. Bar- 
rett, The Greenbacks and Resumption of Specie Payments (1931), and Rob- 
ert P. Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party (1959). The general tariff histories, 
cited above, continue to be useful; see also Reinhard H. Luthin, “Abraham Lin- 
coln and the Tariff,” 49 A.H.R. 609-29 (1944). Sidney Ratner, Taxation 
and Democracy in America (1967), is an excellent general presentation of 
Civil War imposts and their economic effects. Harry E. Smith, The United 
States Federal Internal Tax History from 1861 to 1871 (1914), is for special 
students. Milton Friedman, "Price, Income and Monetary Changes in Three 
Wartime Periods,” 42 Am. Ec. Rev. 612-25 (1952), and Marshall A. Robin- 
son, “Federal Debt Management: Civil War, World War I, and World War II,” 
45 Am. Ec. Rev. 388—401 C I 95 5 )> are stimulating reappraisals by two econo- 
mists. 

Recently historians have given much attention to the effect of the war upon 
Northern economic growth. Thomas C. Cochran, “Did the Civil War Retard 
Industrialization?" 48 M.V.H.R. 197-210 (1961), is a basic article which 
challenges the old stereotypes. It has provoked both controversy and further re- 
search: Carl M. Becker, "Entrepreneurial Invention and Innovation in the Mi- 
ami Valley during the Civil War,” 22 Cincinnati Hist. Soc. Bull. 5-28 (1964); 
Stanley L. Engerman, “The Economic Impact of the Civil War,” 3 Explora- 
tions in Entrepreneurial History, 2nd series, 176-99 (1965); Harry N- 
Scheiber, “Economic Change in the Civil War Era: An Analysis of Recent 
Studies,” 11 C.W.H. 396-411 (1965); Pershing Vartanian, “The Cochran 
Thesis: A Critique in Statistical Analysis,” 51 J.A.H. 77-89 (1964); and 
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6 A.H.R. 19-37 (1900); and Fred A. Shannon, “The Homestead Act and the 
Labor Surplus,” 4 1 A.H.R. 637-51 (1936). 

On wartime immigration, see, in addition to the general histories of immi- 
gration listed above, Maurice G. Baxter, "Encouragement of Immigration to the 
Middle West during the Era of the Civil War,” 46 hid. M. H. 25—38 (i 95 °)> 
and Charlotte Erickson, American Industry and the European Immigrant, 
1860-1885 (1957). 

The unsavory story of trading with the enemy during the Civil War is just 
beginning to be told. See four important articles by Ludwell H. Johnson: “The 
Butler Expedition of 1861—1862: The Profitable Side of War,” 11 C.W.H • 
229-36 (1965); "Commerce between Northeastern Ports and the Confeder- 
acy, 1861-1865,” 54 J-A.H. 30-42 (1967); “Contraband Trade during the 
Last Year of the Civil War,” 49 M.V.H.R. 635—53 (1963); and "Northern 
Profit and Profiteers: The Cotton Rings of 1864-1865,” 12 C.W.H. 101— 
15 (1966). 

The following articles deal with special aspects of Northern economic life 
during the Civil War: D. Balasubramanian, “Wisconsin’s Foreign Trade in the 
Civil War Era," 46 Wise. M. H. 257-62 (1963); Herbert Brinks, “The Ef- 
fect of the Civil War in 1861 on Michigan Lumbering and Mining Industries,” 
44 Mich. H. 101—107 (i960); E. Merton Coulter, "Effects of Secession upon 
the Commerce of the Mississippi Valley,” 3 M.V.H.R. 275—300 (1916); Dor- 
othy J. Ernst, "Wheat Speculation in the Civil War Era,” 47 Wise. M. H. 
125-35 (1963-64); Carl R. Fish, "Social Relief in the Northwest during the 
Civil War,” 22 A.H.R. 309-24 (1917); Gerald Forbes, “The Civil War and 
the Beginning of the Oil Industry in West Virginia,” 8 W. Va. H. 382-91 
(1947); Katherine A. Harvey, "The Civil War and the Maryland Coal Trade,” 
62 Md. II. M. 361—80 (1967); Eugene M. Lerner, "Investment Uncertainty 
during the Civil War — A Note on the McCormick Brothers,” 16 J. Ec. H. 34- 
40 (1956); A. Scllcw Roberts, "The Federal Government and Confederate 
Cotton,” 33 A.H.R. 262-75 (1927); Henry D. Shapiro, Confiscation of Com 
federate Froperty in the North (1962); and George W. Smith, “New England 
Business Interests in Missouri during the Civil War," 41 Mo. H. R. 1-18 
(1946). 

On religion in the wartime North see B. W. Korn, American Jewry and the 
Civil War (195O, W. W. Sweet, The Methodist Episcopal Church and the 
Civil War (1912), L. G. Vander Velde, The Presbyterian Churches and 
the Federal Union, 1861—1869 (1932), and the December, i960, issue of 
Civil War History (vol. VI). See also Rollin W. Quimby, "Congress and the 
Civil War Chaplaincy,” 10 C.W.H. 246-59 (1964). 

For a lavish and well-edited sampling of Northern propaganda efforts, see 
Frank Frcidcl, ed., Union Pamphlets of the Civil War (2 v., 1967). The fol- 
lowing articles arc also important: Frank Freidel, “The Loyal Publication So- 
ciety: A Pro-Union Propaganda Agency,” 26 M.V.H.R. 359-76 (1939); Wil- 
liam B. Hesscltine, "The Propaganda Literature of Confederate Prisons,” 1 
J.S.H. 56-66 (1935); George W. Smith, “Broadsides for Freedom: Civil War 
Propaganda in New England,” 21 N.E.Q. 291-312 (1948); and Smith, "The 
National War Committee of the Citizens of New York,” 28 N.Y.H. 440-57 
(i 94 /)- 



795 


The fullest uceoun, of N«km S Z“*«^ 

Andrews, The North Reports the Civil War U955J R r 861-65 

works deal with the same topic: Emmet cozier, Bernard A. Weis* 

(1956); Louis M. Starr Bohemian 5 Harper. Lincoln 

berger, Reporters for the ^"^foUow^g articles are valuable: Robert S. 
and the Press, previously dtrf ; ™t |vil § . ^ 211 _ 52 (1957); 

Harper, “The Ohio Press » die Cml Wa^ 5^ during ^ Civil War" 

Sidney T. Matthews, Control of th ^ -The Newspaper Problem 

36 AM. H. A!. IS^TO 0940 . J- ' V, 9 i 8); Donald B. Sanger, 

. . . during the Civil War, , »A — i* 1? M.V.H.R. 557-8° C*9jO. 
‘The Chicago Times and the Civil war, / Bowles, Gree- 

Consult also the biographies of such leading editors as lien 

ley, Pike, Ray, and Raymond. Mary Elizabeth Mas- 

On the role played by Northern women injhe war, y 

se/s Bonnet Brigades, previously ,„ 0 brilliant books are basic: 

For intellectual developments m the North two ^ M Fredrickson, 
Edmund Wilson, G <"‘- f ‘,„j , he Crisis of the Union 

d “' ,n8 ,h ' Ci, “ w “’ 27 

Historian 334-49 09^5)- 

THE NORTH.' DISAFFECTION AND DISLOYALTY 

. Northern disloyalty and subversion is 
The most comprehensive account Copperheads 0940- 

Wood Gray, The Hidden Civil Wm ^LiZn and CohtMn haS 

Like George F. Milton, whose hjnkj |hat the copperheads posed a 

been previously cited. Professor y ^ ^ ot her hand, Frank L. Klem- 

serious danger to the Northern » w«t (, 9 6o), argues that most Peace 

ent, in The Copperheads in the . U war a5 lo the advantages it gave 

Democrats were opposed not so muc Kleme nt’s important essays: 

to Eastern economic interests.. in Indiana during the Civil War, 

"Carrington and the Golden Circle ® c " , Secret Societies in Illinois during 

6 , Ind. AI. II. 3»“5* C* 9^0; Copperhead &crrt Soart ^^ ^ ^ 

the Civil War,” 48 /.I.S.If.S. r 5!-8o C«955 L ^ nomic As- 

pcrheadism in Wisconsin, 1 * 4* *' ' ‘ ' ' Historian 27-44 (i950t“M J d- 
pcctsof Middle Western Copper 'he Cenesi* of the Granger Movement " 38 
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a Century,” 65 S.A.Q. 390-402 (1966); Charles H. Coleman, “The Use of 
the Term ‘Copperhead’ during the Civil War," 25 M.V.H.R. 263—64 (1938); 
William A. Dunning, “Disloyalty in Two Wars,” 24 A.H.R. 625—30 (1919); 
Mayo Feslcr, “Secret Political Societies in the North during the Civil War,” 14 
Ind. M. 11 . 183-286 (1918); and Bctliania M. Smith, “Civil War Subver- 
sives,” 45 J.l.S.H.S. 220-40 (1952). 

The problem of disloyalty in the Northwestern states has been extensively 
explored. See, in addition to the works by Klement just cited, Curtis IT. Mor- 
row, Politico-military Secret Societies of the Northwest, 1860-1865 (192.9). 
The following state studies are important: Frank C. Arena, “Southern Sympa- 
thizers in Iowa during [the] Civil War Period,” 30 Annals of Iowa (ser. 3) 
486-538 (1951); A. B. Bcitzingcr, “The Father of Copperheadism in Wiscon- 
sin [Edward G. Ryan],” 39 Wis. M. 11 . 17—29 (1955); Florence L. Grayston, 
“Lambdin P. Milligan — a Knight of the Golden Circle,” 43 Ind. M. H. 379- 
91 (1947); Stanley L. Jones, “Agrarian Radicalism in Illinois’ Constitutional 
Convention of 1862,” 48 J.l.S.H.S. 271-82 (1955); Ralph E. Morrow, 
"Methodists and ‘Butternuts’ in the Old Northwest,” 49 J.l.S.H.S, 34 — 47 
(1956); John W. Oliver, “Draft Riots in Wisconsin during the Civil War,” 2 
Wis. M. 11 . 334—36 (1919); Robert Rutland, “The Copperheads of Iowa: A 
Re-examination,” 52 Iowa J. 11 . 1-30 (1954); and II. H. Wubbcn, “The 
Maintenance of Internal Security in Iowa, 1861-1865,” 10 C.W.H. 401—15 
(1964). 

Disaffection and alleged disloyalty in the Eastern states have been far less 
extensively studied. Sec, however, John E. Talmadgc, “A Peace Movement in 
Civil War Connecticut,” 37 N.E.Q. 306-21 (1964); Nicholas B. Wainwright, 
“The Loyal Opposition in Civil War Philadelphia,” 88 Pa. M. H. &■ B. 294- 
315 (1964); and the biographies of Pierce, Seymour, and Wood. 

On the abortive movement to end the war by negotiation see Elbert J. Ben- 
ton, "The Movement for Peace Without Victory during the Civil War,” Coll. 
West. Res. II. S. no. 99, and Edward C. Kirkland, The Peacemakers of 1864 
(1927). 


THE NEGRO IN THE C 1 VJL WAR 

Benjamin Quarles, The Negro in the Civil War (1953), is the most com- 
prehensive study. James M. McPherson, cd„ The Negro's Civil War (1965), 
consists of documents skillfully woven into what amounts to a comprehensive 
history of how Negroes felt and acted during the war. See also Herbert Apthe- 
ker, The Negro in the Civil War (1938), and W. E. B. DuBois, “The Negro 
and the Civil War,” 25 Science and Society 347-52 (1961). 

Bell I. Wiley, Southern Negroes, 1861-1865 (1938), is a scholarly and 
judicious treatment of all aspects of Negro life in the Confederacy. The fol- 
lowing articles supplement Professor Wiley’s work: Herbert Apthckcr, “Notes 
on Slave Conspiracies in Confederate Mississippi,” 29 J.N.H. 75-79 (1944); 
Mary F. Berry, “Negro Troops in Blue and Gray: The Louisiana Native 
Guards, 1861-1863,’’ 8 La. II. 165-90 (1967); H. J. Eckenrodc, “Negroes in 
Richmond in 1864," 46 Va. M. II. B. 193-200 (1938); Sing-Nan Fen, 
“Notes on the Education of Negroes at Norfolk and Portsmouth, Virginia, dur- 
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gro in the Civil War and Reconstruction (1964), is an important work which 
stresses the idealistic motives of many antislavery groups in the North. The 
ugly racist ideas which were probably shared by more Northerners are pre- 
sented in two excellent studies: V. Jacque Voegeli, Free But Not Equal: The 
Midwest and the Negro during the Civil War (1967), and Forrest G. Wood, 
Black Scare: The Racist Response to Emancipation and Reconstruction (1968). 
Charles L. Wagandt, The Mighty Revolution: Negro Emancipation in Mary- 
land, 1862—18 64 (1964), is a close study of conflicting ideologies in a key 
state. Other useful articles on the Negro as a political issue in the wartime 
North are: Ray Abrams, “The Copperhead Newspapers and the Negro,” 20 
J.N.H. 131—52 (1935); William M. Armstrong, “The Freedmen’s Movement 
and the Founding of the Nation,” 53 J.A.H. 708—26 (1967); Albert Castel, 
“Civil War Kansas and the Negro,” 51 J.N.H. 125—38 (1966); Leslie H. 
Fishel, Jr., "Wisconsin and Negro Suffrage,” 46 Wise. M. H. 180—96 (1963)’ 
Joseph E. Holliday, “Freemen’s Aid Societies in Cincinnati, 1862—1870,” 22 
Cincinnati Hist. Soc. Bull. 169—85 (1964); Sidney Kaplan, “The Miscegena- 
tion Issue in the Election of 1864,” 34 J.N.H. 274—343 C 1 949) ; Williston H. 
Lofton, “Northern Labor and the Negro during the Civil War,” 34 J.N.H. 
251—73 (1949); Emma L. Thornbrough, “The Race Issue in Indiana Politics 
during the Civil War,” 47 lnd. M. H. 163-88 (1951); and Jacque Voegeli, 
"The Northwest and the Race Issue, 1861-1862," 50 M.V.H.R. 235—51 
(1963). 

Lincoln’s attitude toward the Negro and emancipation has been elabo- 
rately treated in all the standard Lincoln biographies. Benjamin Quarles, Lin- 
coln and the Negro, previously cited, is a balanced study. John H. Franklin, 
The Emancipation Proclamation (1963), is the standard monograph. For re- 
actions to the proclamation see Mark M. Krug, “The Republican Party and the 
Emancipation Proclamation,” 48 J.N.H. 98-114 (1963); Roland C. McCon- 
nell, “From the Preliminary to Final Emancipation : The First Hundred Days,” 
48 J.N.H. 260—76 (1963): Harold D. Moser, “Reaction in North Carolina to 
the Emancipation Proclamation,” 44 N.C.H.R. 53-71 (1967); Lorraine A. 
Williams, “Northern Intellectual Reaction to the Policy of Emancipation,” 46 
J.N.H. 174—88 (1961). 

P. J. Staudenraus, The African Colonization Movement, 1816— 1 865 
Ci 9 ^ 0 > is the standard history of the efforts to colonize the free Negro out- 
side of the United States. Other useful studies include: Frederic Bancroft, 
“The Colonization of American Negroes, 1801-1865,” in Jacob E. Cooke, 
Frederic Bancroft: Historian (1957). 145-263; Warren A. Beck, “Lincoln 
and Negro Colonization in Central America,” 6 A.L.Q. 162-83 (1950); Wil- 
lis D. Boyd, “James Redpath and American Negro Colonization in Haiti, 
1860-1862,” 12 The Americas 169-82 (1955); N. A. N. eleven, “Some 
Plans for Colonizing Liberated Negro Slaves in Hispanic America,” 1 x J.N.H. 
35-49 (1926); Brainerd Dyer, “The Persistence of the Idea of Negro Colo- 
nization,” 12 Pac. H. R. 53-67 (1943); Walter L. Fleming, "Deportation and 
Colonization. An Attempted Solution of the Race Problem,” in Studies in 
Southern History . . . Inscribed to William Archibald Dunning, 3-30; Lu- 
veta W. Gresham, "Colonization Proposals for Free Negroes and Contrabands 
during the Civil War,” 16 Jour. Negro Education 28-33 (1947); James M. 
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ful English friend of the Union cause see Herman Ausubel, John Bright: Vic- 
torian Reformer (1966), George M. Trevelyan, The Life of John Bright 

.m 9 . 1 , 3 n ■ A ‘ J ‘ Waliing ’ ed -’ The Diaries °f John Bright (1931), and 
Bright-Sumner Letters, 1861-1872,” 46 Mass. H. S. P. 93-164 (1912). 

The History of the [London] Times: The Tradition Established, 1841-1884 
r 8 . satisfactory account of the principal journalistic opponent 

o the Federals. Wilbur D. Jones, "The British Conservatives and the Ameri- 
an Civil War, 58 A.H.R. 527-43 (1953), stresses that Palmerston’s oppo- 
nents did not make intervention a party issue. Robert Blake, Disraeli (1967), 
is a fascinating biography of one of the principal Conservatives. For the first- 
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J VnrTr S ' r , Jan ; CS Fcr8USSOn ’ s Five-Week Visit (Sept.-Oct. 
1861J, 12 C.W.H. 357-62 (1966). 
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tJ, ?— L "• 

(1952), is superficial. See, however tlw ’fv.li J ° hn ’ Atlantic Impact, 1861 
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i 3*”35 C1967); Ferris, “The Prince Consort, ‘The Times,’ and the Trent Af- 
fair, 6 C.W.H. 152—56 (i960); and Arnold Whitridge, "The Trent Affair, 
1861," 4 Hist. Today 394-402 (1954). See also Harold E. Hancock and Nor- 
man B. Wilkinson, “ "The Devil to Pav!’. Saltpeter and the Trent Affair," 10 
C.W.H. 20-32 (1964). 

Others aspects of Anglo-American relations are treated in Stuart L. Ber- 
nalh, "Squall Across the Atlantic: The Peterhoff Episode,” 34 J.S.H. 382-401 
(1968); Milledge L. Bonham, T he British Consuls in the Confederacy 
( , 9* 1 Edward W. Ellsworth, "Anglo-American Affairs in October of 1862,” 
66 Lincoln Herald 89—96 ( 1964); Ellsworth, “British Consuls in the Confed- 
eracy during 1862,” 66 Lincoln Herald, 149-54 (1964); Ellsworth, “Lord 
John Russell and British Consuls in America in 1861," 66 Lincoln Herald 
34-40 (1964); Don Higginbotham, "A Raider Refuels: Diplomatic Repercus- 
sions," 4 C.W.H. 129-42 C1958); J. Franklin Jameson, ‘The London Ex- 
penditures of the Confederate Secret Service," 35 A.flR. 811-24 (1930); 
Wilbur D. Jones, The Confederate Rows at Birkenhead (1 961 ); John H. Kiger, 
Eederal Government Propaganda in Great Britain during the American Civil 
War," 19 Hist. Outlook 204-209 (1929); Frank Merli, "Crown versus 
Cruiser: The Curious Case of the Alexandra," 9 CW.II. 1 67-77 (1963), 
Frank J. Merli and Thomas W. Green, "Great Britain and the Confederate 
Navy, 1861—1865," M FH*L Today 687-95 (1964); Stephen B. Oates, 
“Henry Hotze* Confederate Agent Abroad," 27 Historian 131-54 (1965): 
and Arthur W. Silver, ed., “Henry Adams’ ‘Diarj’ of a Visit to Manchester,’ ” 
51 A.H.R. 74-89 O945). Three scholarly essajs by Douglas H. Maynard are 
of great interest: “The Forbes-Aspinwall Mission," 45 M.V.H.R. 67-89 
(*9 5 s ); “Plotting the Escape of the Alabama," 20 J.S.H. 1 97-20 g (1954); 
and "Union Efforts to Preient the Escape of the ‘Alabama,’ ”41 M.V.H.R 41- 
60 (1954). The following articles by Arnold Whitridge arc popular but 
sound: 'The Alabama, 1862-1864: A Crisis in Anglo-American Relations." y 
Hist. Today 174-85 (1955); "Anglo-American Trouble-Makers: J. G. Bennett 
and J. T. Dclanc,” 6 Hist. Today 88-95 (1956); "The Peaceable Ambassa- 
dors," 8 Am. Heritage 40-43 ff. (Apr., 1957); and "British Liberals and the 
American Civil War," 12 Hist. Today 688—95 (1962). 

On wartime relations with Trance the standard work is Henry Blumenthal, 

A Reappraisal of F ranco-American Relations, 1830-1871 (1959) See also 
Lynn M. Case, French Opinion on the United States and Mexico, 1860-1867 
(1936), and \V. Reed West, Contemporary French O pinion on the American 
Civil War 0924)- Hubert Galle, La ‘Famine du coton,' 1861-1865 (1967), 
suggests the economic pressures to which Napoleon was subjected. Tlie best 
account of the Trench adventure in Mexico is Count Egon C Cortf, Maxi- 
milian and Charlotte of Mexico (2 v., 1926). Ralph Rocdcr, Juarez, and His 
Mexico ( 2 v., 1947), is a standard wort. 

See also Paul P. du Belief, The Diplomacy of the Confederate Cabinet of 
Richmond and its Agents Abroad, ed. William S. JJooJe (1963). Serge Ga» 
ronsky, “American Slavery ami the Tirnch Liberals," 51 J S H. 36—52 
(1966); Kalhrjn A. Hanna, "The Roles of the South in the Trench Interven- 
tion in Mexico," 20 J.S II. 3-21 (1954): Earl S. Pomerov. “Trench Subvti 
tute* for American Cotton, 1861-1865," 9 J.S.H. 555-60 (1943), and 
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Louis M. Sears, “A Confederate Diplomat at the Court of Napoleon III,” 26 
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(1921); and John Kutolowski, “The Effect of the Polish Insurrection of 1863 
on the American Civil War Diplomacy,” 27 Historian 560-77 (1965). The 
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ates in Canada: A Survey,” 3 Southern Quarterly 312—24 (1965); Lud- 
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MILITARY ACCOUNTS 

Marcus Cunliffe, Soldiers and Civilians: The Martial Spirit in America, 
/ 775-1 865 (1968), is a brilliant intellectual history, indispensable as back- 
ground for a proper understanding of the military operations of the Civil War. 
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tal War of the Rebellion. . . . Official Records of the Union and Confederate 
Armies (128 v., 1880—1901), an indispensable compendium of correspon- 



liography 


803 


„d tm .e « pfs ta. « 

publication ,cc Joseph c fnd Delia, D. Wo. "Tho 

G^onho Sc,;. w"' 2 2&S 

=r»^7£»- 

“ Si -"“"i: S££ft 

ato and Union commanders. Sec H . D) „, A Compendium 0/ War 

J>ie Civil War (2 v., 1961)- • j„ Both t0 the engagements of 

of the Rebellion (.908), is an invaluable ^ de w editi “ in 3 V0 1 S „ 

the war and to the units which fougbtintem^ ^ Waf casua ui e s see WII- 

with introduction by Bell I. Wiley (19 )• Cj ,,j War, 1861-1865 

ham F. Fox, Reg.m«t*I Losses * *• ,„£ £a W* * 

(.889), and Thomas L. Livermore, Numbers and losses 

America, 1861-1865 (190*; * 9 ?J ^inl War, 1861-1866 (3rd ed. r 

Bibliography of State Participation in the C arrange d guide. It is 

.9.3). h an indispensable bin lncomplet^ ^ b d Regimental Publications 

gradually being superseded by Charles t. uornou , * 

and Personal Narrathes of the Cirri ar ( • on ’ m j|i ta ry aspects of the 

Much of the and published let- 

Chil War is contained in the biograp , comjnanders see ,he entries in 
ters of participants. For the P»ndP ^ AmM> Banks, Burnside, Butler, 

the biographical section, listed abo . E |l SWO rth, Fremont, Garfield, 

Chamberlain, J. D. Cox, Custer, D ’ Hitchcock Hooker, Howard, 

Geary, Gibbon, Grant, Halleck, H<*ncoc , ’ Meigs, Marsena Patrick, 

Kearny. Logan, Lyon, McClellan. . McPhe son ^ M d . W ^ 

F. 1 . Porter, H. Porter, lU-ta. f ffigZZFSL*. Upton. Wad, north, 
Sheridan, W. T. Sherman, Sickles, • • p or Confederate biogra- 

Wallace, Warren. A. S. William, and J. ''' /"“". Boekner. Early, Errell, 
phics see the entries under Ashby, Bcautcga ' ’ D jj HM Hood, 

For,. st, J. B. Gordon, Goegas. Ilantpttsn, Harder. A. V. Mahone, 

Jaclaott, A. S. Johns.on, J. E. JohnaronJa. rby &n, h.Ue Long ^ ^ 

s',:*;: n N t,Z vin^t ^ea,^ and »W„. 01 these bi.gt, 

phics Douglas S. Freemans R- E-Lee ** jH R f strategy and tactics, but 
The Its,, of general, deai n.th „ ”d pHs.te, gist a bet- 

the autobiographies and Jq! if War soldier thought and felt. Among 

ter Insight into the way the * " R ... \ hoic ( gR3 , n listed in the biographical 
the best of these firsthand accounts arc those l g ^ Cookc _ Deforest, 

section obose) of C. F. Adams, a y, j k jj, Heartsill, Higginson, 

Dooley. H. K. Dougla*. IteM J". Ki m. Marshall, Moore. 

*** Upson> Watlin ” and 

S; "'l^u^n sneb publications and upon large number. of unpublished 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


manuscript collections, Bell I. Wiley has written two fascinating studies of the 
common soldiers of the war: The Life of Johnny Reb (1943) and The Life of 
Billy Yank (1952). See also Fred A. Shannon, "The Life of the Common Sol- 
dier in the Union Army, 1861-1865," 13 M.V.H.R. 465-82 (1927). Three 
admirable modern unit histories are Alan T. Nolan, The bon Brigade (1961); 
John J Pullen, The Twentieth Maine (1957); and James I. Robertson, Jr., 
The Stonewall Brigade (1963). 

Fred A. Shannon, The Organization and Administration of the Union 

1 1 5 ’ I92 *^’ is a stan( Jard work, stronger, however, on 

l e d norahzat.on of the early months of the war than on the relative efficiency 

la p te y ear ^ See , the cr * t Nue of this work in Kenneth P. Williams, 
1861 ( ,o!fv ’ 796-803. A. H. Meneely, The War Department, 

reJme ° f tbe mismanagement of Cameron's 

40 PaMilrn f Cy ’ “ Fossildom - Old Fogeyism, and Red Tape,” 

the ^United S tat ^ i* 9 , 66 ^ Em0r >' U P ton ’ s The Military Policy of 

ALSn mtL v 090 ?’ IS c b ° th 3 8eneral hiSt ° r >’ and a b *"g criticism of 
.“rSrr 5 - S ™ A r hr ° Se ’ S bio 8 ra Phy of Upton, previously 

100 3nd Mihtar >’ Government," 3 2 
Henry W. Hdledt deSCnbes * he efforts of Francis Lieber and 

Union armies. See also JamesV Gama "cT ^ practices of the 

Military Law R. i- 4 s ( Ig 6 5 ) ' ‘ ’ General 0rder 100 Revisited,” 27 

srv? “ -■ *• 

Generals. P 7 • Harry Williams, Lincoln and His 

for the Union Army OgS^Vnd^aul ^Std’ ^pT Smith ’ MedicineS 
Civil War (1966), adequately mw ' a-' ner ’ Pft ysician-Generals in the 

invaluable work of the United StatcsTaniT 3 p CCtS ° f tbe Union arm y- The 
William Q. Maxwell, Lincoln’s Fifth WhcelYta^T ™ ™ eIl trcated in 
of Clara Barton, Bellows, Dorothea Dix, and Writ ^Whitman bi0gr3phieS 

Patrick’s^diary^previously 1 cited, Edwi^^-Tl ^ addkion t0 Ma rsena R. 

War Intelligence," 10 C.W H 244-6^ r ^ Pbe Mythology of Civil 
vost Marshal Goes to War ” 5 CW H f ^ WiIton P ’ Moore . "The Pro- 
s'’ ? 0 : ss cizsr L M - iSst 

ley'^'^S^^^ «y bailed in Weig- 

Quartcrmaster’s Department, 1861-186/," a n S ° A ‘ B ’ W arfield, “The 
(1928). 4 ’ 8 Quartermasters Rev. 43-46 

Robert V. Bruce, Lincoln and the Tools n ( ur r 

of the President’s efforts to prod the armv 1 <7r ^ 1 956 ), is a fine account 

Other useful military studied EA™! ? P3rtment into action, 
to Dennis Hart Mahan: The Evolution of TrnnMv ! g r erman: "From Jomini 
Civil War,” 13 C.W.H. 197-220 (iq67VT Warfarp a ”d the American 
port of Federal Armies in the Field” 7 'rmn A ' R ust °n, "Logistical Sup- 
Mahon, "Civil War Infantry Assault TW ' ' 36-47 (1961); John K. 

1CS ’ 2 5 Military Affairs, 57-68 



BLIOGRAPHY 


805 


C.96O; L. Van Loan Naisawald, G.ape LS*T O J 's'chrip.. 
Artillery of the Army of the Potomac, J Conflict,” 9 C.W.H. 399" 

"Union Signal Communications: j 0 "®”', s ber anc j the Union Cavalry” 
42. (.963); Stephen Starr “Cold Steel. Th • Union Cava]ry 

n C.W.H. 142-59 C1963); Ro J P- Stones. ter, Jr 
Comes of Age,” 11 C.W.H. 274-83 (*9 5 • jn (be pj ort h is Jack F. 

The best account of the operations o important studies are 

Loach, Conscription .he U n ,,ed >»( « ■> Slocca.ic!" ,9 C.IV.H. 

Hugh G. Eacnhart, ‘'CornrnutatKnr Democratic . A.IJJt, 

,3,-49 („66), Carl R. '"“'S DcaF. LmpUoo,, ,863- 

100— 103 (1915)1 Neil C. K,m r' ’ n F E u gene C. Murdock, Ohio's Bounty 
1865," 15 Military Affairs 25 33 < 95 £ p frjotism Limited, 1862-1865: 
System in the Civil War (1963); Mu _ rd ° C ^’ ‘ fi and Edw ard N. Wright, 
The Civil War Dra/t and the Bounty System ( » 7 McC ague, The Sec- 
Conscientious Ob/ecfors in the n» prosoked in New York 

-J **•"- C9». » “ “''‘LTroil »d LcaL H. Bahai, J.,, ri.-, 
City by the draft. See also A. H ^ Draft Riots> j u l y> 1863. 47 

“An Eyewitness Account of the [Nev 

M.V.H.R. 472-79 C1960). and Nary ( I95 0, is a massive 

Ella Lonn, Foreigners in the Union 7 -Welshmen in the 

and detailed work. It can be supp em Robert L. Peterson and John A. 

Union Armies” 4 C.W.H. 142-74 < C AV.H. .76-89 0960» 

Ci 's;r s c st:^:.^ 

. . . <„,,). sfer, a, T,.»» Lone. 

See also Eugene B. Block. A ii„f IQ 66). r l 

Balloonist, Inventor, Ratluay B “ ,l ‘ S * and administration of the 

There h no reagistcrial «wdy «' * ' „[ ihc Northern !««•• 

Confederate army comparable to S brilliant crit.que of the 

Trank E. Vandiser. Rebel B^’^of Confederate supply arc discussed in 

Southern command system. P^h Van dwer. "Confederate Dans for Procuring 
file important articles by Trofesso a d Mag. 273-77 0 946). 

Subsistence Stores,” 27 Tyler s Q. HM-J & ^ Q l~ Geneal 

"The rood Supply of ‘J* 9° n * 7 ”“ f Confederate Ordnance,” 17 M- n - ,8o ~ 
Mag. 77-89 C.944);;^ lf ofC ° to , he confederate Armory at 

ot f iosO; 'A Sketch of Efforts . . - r j , he Confederate Army's 

luLVllc. n. Q. 3f -4» eta*. 

Mea. Problem.- 47 Sa -'.' O; „” , 21 j, ”5;»- I «6,,- J5 

-Gcnerat Robert E. Lee. "TVS” „ o[ Er ,tl.h Cannon, ! « »_ 
Confederate Shon.de, 

eC.H'.H. I57- 81 ('«’’■ confedeeale arenle. 1> d.^n.red in 

„ *-*-*■■ « “ "■ M 



8o6 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


(1964); H. H. Cunningham, Doctors in Gray, previously cited; Ralph W. 
Donnelly, “Scientists of the Confederate Nitre and Mining Bureau,” 2 C.W.E. 
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Surrender: The Fall of Fort Donelson,” 21 Term. H. Q. 47-65 (1962); 
Thomas R. Hay, "Confederate Leadership at Vicksburg," 11 M.V.H.R. 543 “ 
60 (1925); Hay, “The Davis-Hood-Johnston Controversy of 1864,” n 
M.V.H.R. 54-84 (1924); Archer Jones, "Tennessee and Mississippi, Joe John- 
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Osborn, "The Atlanta Campaign, 1864,” 34 Ga. H. Q. 271—87 (1950); and 
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ico Campaign (i960); Aurora Hunt, The Army of the Pacific: Its Operations 
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ington, . ■ • etc., 1860-1866 (1951); Ludwell H. Johnson, Red River Cam- 
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(1961). 
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federate Artillery in the Trans-Mississippi,” 27 Military Affairs 77-83 (1963); 
'Confederate Artillery in Western Louisiana, 1862— 1863,” 9 C.W.H- 74-85 
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(1961). See also Edwin C. Beatss, "The Battle of Pea Ridge,” 36 Annals of 
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Rebellion (30 v. f 1894-1922) is the basic collection of printed sources for 
naval operations during the war. 

The three volumes of The Navy in the Civil War (1883) provide the 
most comprehensive account of operations on the high seas and inland waters: 
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U.S. History Textbooks, 46 J.N.H. 133—53 (1961), is a distressing revela- 
tion of how small the impact of Revisionist scholarship has been upon the most 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


813 

widely read books about American history. For a pungent critique of Revision- 
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Three important general works stand largely outside the historiographical 
controversies about the Reconstruction era. The first of these is Allan Nevins, 
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PRESIDENTIAL RECONSTRUCTION 
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continues to be valuable for the constitutional issues of the Johnson period. Es- 
sential for understanding the background of the Reconstruction debates on 
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THE SOUTH AFTER THE WAR: 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
Travel accounts are valuable in giving a general picture of the South after 
the war. Thomas D. Clark, ed., Traveh in the New South (2 v., 1962), is an 
admirable bibliography and guide. The best-known travel accounts are Sidney 
Andrews, The South since the War (1866); John Dennett, The South as It 
Is, 1865— 1866, ed. Henry AI. Christman (r 965); Edward King, The Great 
South (1875); Charles Nordhoff, The Cotton States in the Spring and Sum - 
mer °f 187s (*876)* Whitelaw Reid, After the War (1866}; Robert Somers, 
The Southern States since the War (1871); and John T. Trowbridge, The 
Desolate South , 1865—1866 (1956). Wilbur D. Jones, ed., "A British Report 
on Postwar Virginia,” 69 Va. M. H. B. 346-52 (1961), contains the Informed 
opinions of Sir Frederick Bruce, the British minister to Washington, after an 
1866 visit to the South. See also Myrta Lockett Avary, Dixie after the War 
(1906). 

Fred A. Shannon, The Farmer’s Last Frontier (1945), is an admirable 
presentation of the changes in Southern agriculture resulting from the war. 
See also "The Agrarian Resolution in Georgia, 1865-1912," in Gregor Sebba, 
ed., Georgia Studies: Selected Writings of Robert Preston Brooks (1952); 
Thomas D. Clark, "The Furnishing and Supply System in Southern Agricul- 
ture since 1865,” 12 J.S.H. 24-44 (1946); Richard W. Griffin, "Problems 
of the Southern Cotton Planters after the Civil War,” 39 Ga. H. Q. 103-17 
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Labor in the Southern States,” 13 Agr. II. 22-32 C»939)- 

For representative labor contracts consult Jesse M. Fraser, ed., "A Tree 
Labor Contract, 1867,” 6 J.S.H. 546-48 0940): Albert V. House, Jr., "A 
Reconstruction Share-Cropper Contract on a Georgia Rice Plantation," 26 Ga. 

II. Q. 1 56-65 (1942); and Rosser 1J. TajJor, rd., "rost-Brllum Southern 
Rental Contracts," 17 Agr. If. 121-28 0 943)- 

Three firsthand accounts by Southern farmers are George C. Osborn, "The 
Life of a Southern Plantation On ncr during Reconstruction as Res rated In the 
Clay Sharkey Pare”." 6 J ■ Mist. II. toj-12 <1944): C. L. Marquette, ed., 
“Letters of a Yankee Sugar Flantcr," 6 J.S.H. 521-45 O 94°); and Charles W. 
Turner, cd., "A Virginia Small farmer's Life after the Civil War- The Journal 
of William J. Hart. 1 871-1873;“ 63 Va. M. If. I). 286-305 ( 1955}. Tot two 
informative case studies in ar farming see Richard J. Amundson, "Oakley 
Plantation: A Post-Civil War Venture in Louisiana Sugar," 9 La II 11-42 
(1968). Thomas A. Reiser, Jr., “Alabama Plantation to Georgia Farm: 
John Horry Pent and Reconstruction “ 25 Air. II. Q. 1 36-48 ( 1963). 

On lanJ tenure in the postwar South see Faul W. Gatcj, "federal Land 
Policy In the South. 1866-1888," 6 JS.tl. 303-30 (1940): William E. 
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Highsmith, "Some Aspects of Reconstruction in the Heart of Louisiana," 13 
J.S.H. 460-91 (1947); and Roger W. Shugg, "Survival of the Plantation Sys- 
tem in Louisiana,” 3 J.S.H. 311-25 (1937). 

Further studies are needed of Southern industry during the Reconstruc- 
tion period. See C. G. Belissary, “The Rise of Industry and the Industrial Spirit 
in Tennessee, 1865-1885,” 19 J.S.H. 193-215 (i 953 ); J ustin Fuller, “Ala- 
bama Business Leaders, 1865—1900,” 16 Ala. R. 279—86 (1963), and 17 
ibid. 63-75 C1964); Richard W. Griffin, “Reconstruction of the North Caro- 
lina Textile Industry, 1865—1885,” 41 N.C.H.R. 34—53 (1964); Broadus 
Mitchell, The Rise of the Cotton Mills in the South (1921); and J. Carlyle Sit- 
terson, “Business Leaders in Post-Civil War North Carolina, 1865—1900,” 39 
James Syrunt Studies in History and Political Science 1 1 1—2 r (1957). 

John F. Stover, The Railroads of the South, 1865—1900 (1955), is an ex- 
cellent work. Also useful on this topic are E. G. Campbell, “Indebted Railroads 
— a Problem of Reconstruction,” 6 J.S.H. 167—88 (1940); Leonard P. Curry, 
Rail Routes South (1968); James F. Doster, “The Georgia Railroad 8c Banking 
Company in the Reconstruction Era,” 48 Ga. H. Q. 1—32 (1964); Doster, 
“Trade Centers and Railroad Rates in Alabama, 1873—1885,” 18 J.S.H. 169— 
92 (1952); Doster, "Were the Southern Railroads Destroyed by War?” 7 
C.W.H. 310—20 (1961); Carter Goodrich, "Public Aid to Railroads in the 
Reconstruction South,” 71 P.S.Q. 407—42 (1956); Allan W. Moger, “Rail- 
road Practices and Policies in Virginia after the Civil War,” 59 Va. M. H. B. 
4 2 3-57 C x 95 1 J); A. B. Moore, “Railroad Building in Alabama during the Re- 
construction Period,” 1 J.S.H. 421—41 (1935); E. Dale Odom, “Vicksburg, 
Shreveport and Texas : The Fortunes of a Scalawag Railroad,” 44 Sw. Soc. Sc. 
Q. 277-85 (1964); Maury Klein, "The Strategy of Southern Railroads,” 73 
A.H.R. 1052-68 (1968); Klein and Kozo Yamamura, “The Growth Strategies 
of Southern Railroads, 1865—1893,” 41 Bus. Hist. Rev. 358—77 (1967); 
Charles W. Turner, "The Chesapeake and Ohio Railroad in Reconstruction, 
1865-1873,” 31 N.C.H.R. 150-72 (1954). 

For Southern efforts to encourage immigration during the Reconstruction 
years see C. G. Belissary, “Tennessee and Immigration, 1865—1880,” 7 Tenn. 
H. Q. 229—48 C 1 948); Rowland T. Berthoff, "Southern Attitudes Toward 
Immigration," 17 J.S.H. 328-60 (1951); Frank E. Dykema, ed., “An Ef- 
fort to Attract Dutch Colonists to Alabama, 1869,” 1 4 J.S.H. 247-61 (1948); 
Robert F. Futre'l, “Efforts of Mississippians to Encourage Immigration, 1865— 
1880,” 20 J. Miss. H. 59-76 (1 958); and Robert H. Woody, "The Labor and 
Immigration Problem of South Carolina during Reconstruction,” 18 M.V.H.R. 
195-212 ( 1930 - 

A general study of the convict leasing system is needed. See Mark T. Carle- 
ton, "The Politics of the Convict Lease System in Louisiana, 1868-1901,” 8 
La. H. 5-25 (1967); Fletcher M. Green, "Some Aspects of the Convict Lease 
System in the Southern States, in Green, ed., Essays in Southern History , 
112—23; Blake McKelvev, Penal Slavery and Southern Reconstruction,” 20 
J.N.H. 153—79 C 1 9 3 5 ) I and A. Elizabeth Taylor, “The Origin and Develop- 
ment of the Convict Lease System in Georgia,” 26 Ga. H. Q. 11 3-28 (1942). 

Fresh studies of education in the postwar South are also called for. Ed- 
gar W. Knight, The Influence of Reconstruction on Education in the South 
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C1913), is badly biased and out of date. Henry A. Bullock, A History of Ne- 
gro Education in the South from 1619 to the Present (1967), is comprehen- 
sive and readable. Horace M. Bond, Negro Education in Alabama (1939), is 
fresh and provocative. Henry L. Swint, The Northern Teacher in the South, 
1862—1870 (1941), deals understanding^ with the problems of these edu- 
cational carpetbaggers. Also useful are Walter J. Frazer, Jr., “John Eaton, Jr„ 
Radical Republican. Champion of the Negro and Federal Aid to Southern Ed- 
ucation, 1869-1882,” 25 Tenn H. Q. 239-60 (1966); Louis R. Harlan, 
"Desegregation in New Orleans Public Schools during Reconstruction,” 67 
A.H.R. 663—75 (1962); Luther P. Jackson, 'The Origin of Hampton Insti- 
tute,” 10 J.N.H. 131-49 (1925); William P. Vaughn, "Partners in Segrega- 
tion: Barnas Scars and the Peabody Fund,” 10 C.IV.H. 260-74 (1964); 
Ear! H. West, “The Peabody Educational Fund and Negro Education, 1867— 
1880," 6 History of Education Quarterly 3-21 (1966), Daniel J. Whitener, 
“Public Education in North Carolina during Reconstruction, 1865—1876," in 
Fletcher M. Green, ed , Essays in Southern History, 67-91; and Whitener, 
"The Republican Party and Public Education in North Carolina, 1867—1900/' 
37 N.C.H.R. 382-96 (i960). See also the biographies of Curry and the stud- 
ies of the Frecdmen's Bureau listed in the section of this bibliography on “The 
Negro during Reconstruction." 

Three books trace the reactions of former Confederates to these changes: 
Nash K. Burger and John K. Bettersworth, South of Appomattox (1959); Wil- 
liam B. Hesseltine, Confederate Leaders In the New South (1950); and Wil- 
liam W. White, The Confederate Veteran (1962). See also Ray M. Atchison, 
‘The Land We Lore: A Southern Post-Bellum Magazine of Agriculture, Litera- 
ture, and Military History," 37 N.C.H.R. 506-15 (1960). Many white South- 
erners found relief from harsh reality in humor; see Wade Hall, The Smiling 
PhoenLt: Southern Humor from 1865 to 1914 (1965). 

STUDIES OF INDIVIDUAL SOUTHERN STATES 
DURING RECONSTRUCTION 

The basic state studies of Reconstruction belong to what is called the 
"Dunning School.” Written by students of Professor William A. Dunning of 
Colombia University, or under similar inspiration at other universities, they 
are detailed, thorough, and generally accurate. Unfortunately they are also 
marked by hostility to the Negro, the carpetbagger, and the scalawag and by 
a tendency to equate the Democratic part) and virtue. As a result these mono- 
graphs need to be supplemented by the state Marxist and Revisionist accounts. 

Tor Alabama the basic Dunning-school study is Walter L. Fleming, Civil 
War and Reconstruction Irr Alabama (1905). John W. Du Bose, Alabama's 
Tragic Decade, ed. James K Grrcr (1940). expresses much the same view- 
point. Tor Revisionist correctives see Thomas B. Alexander. "Persistent Whig- 
eery in Alabama and the Lower South. 1660-1867." 12 Ala. R. 35-52 
(» 059 ): Horace M. Bond. "Social and Economic Forces in Alabama Recon- 
struction," 23 J SJ f. 290-346 (1928); Edward C. U'l/Iumson. The Ala- 
bama Election of 1 87 4 17 Ala. R 210-18 (1964). Robert S. Rhodes. The 

Registration of Voters and the Election of Delegates to the Reconstruction Con 
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vention in Alabama,” 8 Ala. R. 119—42 C 1 9 5 5 ^ > ar *d f° ur articles by Sarah 
Van V. Woolfolk: "Amnesty and Pardon and Republicanism in Alabama,” 26 
Ala. H. Q. 240-48 (1964); “Carpetbaggers in Alabama: Tradition versus 
Truth,” 15 Ala. R. 133-44 (1962); "Five Men Called Scalawags,” 17 Ala. R. 
45—5 5 (1964); and “George E. Spencer: A Carpetbagger in Alabama,” 19 
Ala. R. 41-52 (1966). 

On Arkansas the standard monographs are Thomas S. Staples, Reconstruc- 
tion in Arkansas, 1862-187 4 (1923), and David Y. Thomas, Arkansas in 
War and Reconstruction, 1861— 1874 (1926). Consult also Powell Clayton, 
The Aftermath of the Civil War in Arkansas (1915), and J. M. Harrell, T he 
Brooks and Baxter War ( 1 893). Three recent articles are also valuable: 
John W. Graves, “Negro Disfranchisement in Arkansas,” 26 Ark. H. Q. 199— 
225 (4967); Paul C. Palmer, “Miscegenation as an Issue in the Arkansas Con- 
stitutional Convention of 1868,” 24 Ark. H. Q. 99—1 19 (1965); and Everette 
Swinney, "United States v. Powell Clayton: Use of the Federal Enforcement 
Acts in Arkansas,” 26 Ark. H. Q. 143—54 (1967). 

On the District of Columbia see James H. Whyte, The Uncivil War: Wash- 
ington during the Reconstruction, 1865— 1878 (4958). See also Constance M. 
Green, The Secret City, and her Washington: Village and Capital, both previ- 
ously cited. 

The Dunning-type work on Florida is William W. Davis, The Civil War 
and Reconstruction in Florida (1913). John Wallace, Carpet Bag Rule in 
Florida (1888), is by a repentant Negro ex-Republican. Joe M. Richardson, 
The Negro in the Reconstruction of Florida, 1865— 1877 (1965), is an excel- 
lent Revisionist study. Important Revisionists essays include Marlin G. Cox, 
"Military Reconstruction in Florida," 46 Fla. H. Q. 219-33 (1968); Claude R. 
Flory, “Marccllus L. Stearns, Florida’s Last Reconstruction Governor,” 44 Fla. 
H. Q. 181—92 ( 1 966) ; Ralph L. Peek, “Aftermath of Military Reconstruc- 
tion, 1868—1869,” 43 Fla. H. Q. 123—41 (4964); Peek, "Curbing of Voter 
Intimidation in Florida, 1871,” 43 Fla. H. Q. 333-48 (1965); Peek, "Elec- 
tion of 1870 and the End of Reconstruction in Florida,” 45 Fla. H. Q. 352- 
68 (4967); Derrell Roberts, "Social Legislation in Reconstruction Florida,” 43 
Fla. H. Q. 349—60 (4965); Jcrrell H. Shofner, “The Constitution of 1868,” 
41 Fla. H. Q. 356-74 (1963); Shofner, "Political Reconstruction in Florida,” 
45 hla. H. Q. 145—70 (4966); and George W. Smith, "Carpetbag Imperialism 
in Florida, 1862-1868,” 27 Fla. H. Q. 99-130 (4948) and 260-99 (1949). 

On Georgia, Edwin C. Woolley, The Reconstruction of Georgia (1901), 
is narrowly legalistic but surprisingly favorable to Radical Reconstruction. 
C. Mildred Thompson, Reconstruction in Georgia (191 5), is one of the best of 
the Dunning studies, dealing with social and economic as well as with politi- 
cal issues. Manuel Gottlieb, "The Land Question in Georgia during Recon- 
struction," 3 Science and Society 356-88 (4939). is a Marxist view. Alan 
Conway, The Reconstruction of Georgia (1966), is a sweepingly Revisionist 
work. Elizabeth S. Nathans, Losing the Peace: Georgia Republicaits and Re- 
construction, 1865—1871 (4968), and Olive H. Shadgett, The Republican 
Party in Georgia: From Reconstruction through 1900 (4964), are valuable po- 
litical studies. E. Merton Coulter has published careful, if basically hostile, bio- 
graphical sketches of three principal Georgia Negro politicians: “Aaron Alpeoria 
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Bradley, Georgia Negro Politician during Reconstruction Times,” 51 G a, H, Q, 
t5-4i, 154-74, 264-309 (1967); "Henry M. Turner: Georgia Negro 
Preacher-Politician during the Reconstruction Era,” 48 Go. H. Q. 371—410 
(*964); and "Tunis G Campbell, Negro Reconstructionist jn Georgia," 51 
G«. |J. Q. 401—24 (1967), and 52 ibid 16-52 (1968). Also useful is Wil- 
liam A. Russ, Jr., "Radical Disfranchisement in Georgia, 1867—1871," 19 

//. Q, 175-209 O935). See, in addition, the biographies of B. H. Fi»U, 
J. E. Brown, J. B. Gordon, Stephens, and Toombs. C. Vann Woodward, Tom 
Watson, Agrarian Rebel (1938). is a very important Revisionist work, but one 
which deals mostly with the post-Reconstruction period. 

For Kentucky the standard work is E. Merton Coulter, The Civil War and 
Readjustment in Kentucky (19 26). See also William A. Russ, Jr., "The Role 
of Kentucky in 1867," t Susquehanna Uttiv. Studies 106—14 (1933), and 
Thomas L. Connelly, "Neo-Confederatism or Power Vacuum: Post-War Ken- 
tucky Politics Reappraised," 64 Register of the Kentucky Historical Society 
1 57*69 G966). 

John R. Ficklen, History of Reconstruction in Louisiana (.through 1868) 
(l9«o), and Ella Lonn, Reconstruction in Louisiana after r868 (1918), are 
t"o standard Dunning-type monographs. They must be supplemented by Wil- 
lie M, Caskey, Secession and Restoration of Louisiana, previously cited; Car- 
nie W. McGinty, Louisiana Redeemed: The Overthrow of the Carpet-bag Rule, 
7876-/880 (194 O'. Stuart O. Landry, The Battle of Liberty Place: The 
Overthrow of Carpetbag Rule in New Orleans (1955); and Roger W. Shugg, 
Origins of Class Struggle in Louisiana, already cited. See also the biographies 
of Banks, Kellogg, Finchback, Warmoth, and Wells, and the works on Louisi- 
ana cited above in the section on "The Confederacy: State Studies." There are 
many valuable articles on aspects of Louisiana Reconstruction: Fayette Cope- 
land, "The New Orleans Press and the Reconstruction," 30 La. II- Q. 144-337 
(1947); Donald W, Davis, “Ratification of the Constitution of 1868 — Record 
of Voles," 6 La. II. 3 01—305 ( 1 965); Charles L. Dufour, "The Age of War- 
moth," 6 L<r. II. 335-64 (1965); Francis B. Harris, "llcnry Clay Warmoth, 
Reconstruction Governor of Louisiana," 30 La. H. Q. 523-653 (1947); Joy 
Jackson, "Bosses and Businessmen In the Gilded Age of New Orleans Politics," 

5 La. H. 387-400 (1964); Marguerite T. Leach, "The Aftermath of Recon- 
struction in Louisiana,” 32 La. H. Q. 631-717 (1949): Hilda Mulvey Mc- 
Daniel, "Francis Tillou Nicholts and the End of Reconstruction," 32 La. H. Q. 
357-5I3 0949}: A.E. Perkins, “Some Negro Officers and Legislators in Lou- 
isiana,” 14 J.N.H. 523-28 (1929); Althea D. Pitre, “The Collapse of the 
Warmoth Regime, 1870-72" 6 La. H. 161-87 (1965): Richard II, Wig- 
gins, “Louisiana Press and the Lottery," 31 La. II. Q. 716-844 (1948); and 
T. Harry Williams, The Louisiana Unification Movement of 1873." »> J.S.fL 
349-69 Cl 94 5)- . . , 

The only studv of Maryland is old and inadequate : W. S. Myers, The Self- 
Reconstruction of Maryland, 1864-1867 (1909). 

James IV. Carner, Reconstruction In Mississippi (1901), is one of the best 
of the Dunn in? -school monographs, accurate, thorough, and generally impar- 
tial. See, however, The FacU of Reconstruction f 1 9 » 3 ), bv John J1 Lynch, the 
able Negro speaker of the Mississippi House of Representatives The letters of 
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THE NEGRO DURING RECONSTRUCTION 

Henderson H. Donald, The Negro Freedman: . . . The American Negro 
in the Early Years after Emancipation (1952), is the only comprehensive work 
on its subject, but it is marred by an uncritical willingness to accept any dis- 
reputable tale about the behavior of Negroes. We need more monographs like 
Willie Lee Rose's Rehearsal for Reconstruction: The Port Royal Experiment, 
and Joel Williamson’s probing After Slavery: The Negro in South Carolina dur- 
ing Reconstruction, both previously cited. Other important state studies include 
Joe M. Richardson’s The Negro in the Reconstruction of Florida and Vernon L. 
Wharton's The Negro in Mississippi, both of which have been previously men- 
tioned, and three studies by Alrutheus A. Taylor: The Negro in South Caro- 
lina during the Reconstruction (1924); The Negro in Tennessee, 1865— r8 80 
(194O; and The Negro in the Reconstruction of Virginia (1926). 

The continuing Northern idealistic and philanthropic interest in the Negro 
is the theme of James M. McPherson’s The Struggle for Equality: Abolitionists 
and the Negro in the Civil War and Reconstruction (1964). See also Ira V. 
Brown, “Lyman Abbott and Freedmen’s Aid, 1865—1869,” 15 J.S.H. 22—38 
0949 )- 

A major theme in the Reconstruction story is the continuing effort on the 
part of Southern whites to keep Negroes "in their place.” At first they attempted 
this through restrictive legislation enacted by the Johnson provisional govern- 
ments. Theodore B. Wilson, The Black Codes of the South (1965), is a gen- 
eral examination of these laws. See also the listings in the "Studies of Individ- 
ual Southern States during Reconstruction,” above. When these laws were 
struck down, terrorism followed. Stanley F. Horn, Invisible Empire: The Story 
of the Ku Klux Klan, 1866-1871 (1939), which supersedes J. C. Lester and 
D. L. Wilson, Ihe Ku Klux Klan C1905), is the best general study of this 
movement, but William P. Randel, The Ku Klux Klan: A Century of Infamy 
C 1 96 5 J) , is also useful. Other valuable studies include Grady McWhiney and 
Francis B. Simkins, "The Ghostly Legend of the Ku-Klux Klan,” 14 Negro 
Hist. Bull. 109—12 (195O; Otto H. Olsen, “The Ku Klux Klan: A Study in 
Reconstruction Politics and Propaganda,” 39 N.C.H.R. 340-62 (1962); and 
Herbert Shapiro, "The Ku Klux Klan during Reconstruction: The South Car- 
olina Episode,” 49 J.N.H. 34-55 (1964). Claude H. Nolen, The Negro's 
Image in the South: The Anatomy of White Supremacy (1967), is a good sum- 
mary of these developments. 

George R. Bentley, A History of the Freedmen’s Bureau (1955), is an au- 
thoritative work, which replaces Paul S. Peirce, The Freedmen’s Bureau 
(1904). Martin Abbott, The Freedmen’s Bureau in South Carolina, 1 865- 
1872 (1967), is an excellent state study. See also several revealing articles: 
Martin Abbott, Free Land, Free Labor, and the Freedmen’s Bureau,” 30 Agr. 
H. 150-57 (1956); John and LaWanda Cox, "General O. O. Howard and the 
‘Misrepresented Bureau,”’ 19 J.S.H. 427-56 (1953); and LaWanda Cox, 
“The Promise of Land for the Frecdmen,” 45 M.V.H.R. 413-40 (1958). Also 
useful are Walter Dyson, Howard University (1941), and Walter L. Fleming, 
The Frecdmen s Savings Bank C1927T Several state studies give more details 
on the operations of the Bureau: Martin Abbott, "The Freedmen’s Bureau and 
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„ crilM 6 s— 81 (i95<>)' William T. 
Negro Schooling in South Carolina, 57 ''J‘ Education in Virginia,” 29 
Aldetson, )r.. "The Fr.edmen's Bureau »d J reedme „. s Bureau In Ala- 

N.C.H.R. 64-90 095=). Eleahefl. Bethel, Th Eieedmeris Bureau in 

tana,’ .4 J.S H. 49-94 ^“^“ir^ehmau, "The Freedoms 

Texas,” 56 Sw. H. Q ■ 1—24 C*95 )• > 61049); J. G. de Roulhac Ham- 

Bureau in Louisiana,” 32 La. H. . Q - *45- 2 4 ^y >i g ' s A Q 53-67, 154-63 
llton, “The Frenchmen's Bureau in ™ rm , Fffts of lhe Freedmen’s Bu- 
<s*rtl Luther P. Jackson, Tib > W; 

reau and Freedmen’s Aid Soaeties in Free dmen’s Bureau in Tennessee, 
1-40 (1923); Weymouth T. Jordan, 6l . yj. A. Lone, “The Freed- 

East Terns. Hist. Soc. Pubs., No. 1 11 C>939-)* 47 [f 211-76 095*); 

men's Bureau and ChU Wf** !° «,!!!„ a.’tfie Local Level: A Study of a 

J. Thomas May. “The FreedmensBureaua "White Reaction 

Louisian, Agent," 9 <•”' >' ''f!’ ' T» H. Q. 5 o-6a (,9« 

to the Freedman's Bureau in Tennessee. 5 „ Education in Florida 

Joe M. Richardson, The Freedman s Bure* rf „ A „ Evaluation of the 

j, J. of Negro Education 4 *^ » 3 - S S £.963)1 H«»>l’ L ' 

Freedmeris Bureau in Florida, 46 Flu. , ht p,„ d men's Bureau in 

Suint, ed„ "Reports from Eta**-* . .5.-70 C.mO- 

Tennessee, .865-1870, 1 T '""'" ion , lhe Reconstruction Era. 1865 
Willis D. Boyd, "Negro Coteila® ^ ^ ^ of tff „„ pc „„,de lhe 

l8 “ q JJ Q t 360—82 

Negrasm emigrate from the &»*• Otis A. Singletary. Negro M*«« 

On the use of Negroes in th g , f ••Blueprint for Radical Rccon 

and Reconstruction («957)> * > . , 

struction,” 23 J S »- *5'44 C,95 N ?/ 0 during Reconstruction “ clabo ” tely 
The political career of the 8 ^ a , so ?3U i Lenin son, Race, Class, 

traced in the state studies B«ed 1 „J White Politics 1" Scull. 

and Party: A History of A '8 _? Negro in Congress, 1870-1901 (»94<0- 
£.930, and Samuel lh e labor mosemenh Four sugge* 

More uork Is "•"W " £ ^ K „ighl> of Labor and tbc Sou h, 1876- 
Use studies are: Paul ' • El “"' ,. Herman D. Bloch, -Labor and lb" 

,893," . So. e. aos- * ; , 84 Cso6s): Sidney II. Kessler, "ITie Organlaa- 
1 866—1010," 50 J-N-H. *63-®4 ^ 9 5 J N „ 248-76 (1952); »"d 

tion of Negroes in , 'cement and the Negro during neeon.true- 

tion""3 E jN.H- 4=6-68 OMjO ln the South Is toll- 

^gradually The Strange Career of JI- C~*. A J™- 

liantly traced In C. 'an ' jnJ (,,66) edition, of Bsh»od 1 « 11 ‘ In 

parison of the fisss J,, „ hk h 'Voodnaid's »orl has been sub £«“• 

dicate the kinds of c * ,l n , lrttolII |„ Virginia, 1870-1902 (196O. 1 «KC’T 
SariesE. W."”' 'VUIrim-on'. After SI»«g or a po-eriul 
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28 Pa. H. 45-57 (.1961); Leslie H. Fishel, Jr., "Wisconsin and Negro Suf- 
frage,” 46 Wise. M. H. 180-96 (1963); and Edgar A. Toppin, "Negro Eman- 
cipation in Historic Retrospect: Ohio. The Negro Suffrage Issue in Postbellum 
Ohio Politics,” 11 Journal of Human Relations 232-46 (1963). 

POST-CIVIL WAR POLITICS, 1867-1876-. 

REPUBLICAN RADICALISM AND THE GRANT ADMINISTRATION 

Most of the recent work on National politics during the Reconstruction pe- 
riod has been concentrated upon the events of 1865—1867. See the listing of 
these important studies under “Presidential Reconstruction,” above. Too little 
attention has been given to the years 1867-1876. For this reason the general 
histories of the period have special importance, as do the biographies of such 
men as Bayard, Blair, Blaine, Butler, W. E. Chandler, Zachariah Chandler, 
Chase, Colfax, Conkling, S. C. Cox, Doolittle, Fessenden, Grimes, T. O. Howe, 
Reverdy Johnson, Julian, Logan, Morton, Phillips, Seymour, Stanton, Stevens, 
Sumner, Tilden, Trumbull, Henry Wilson, and Welles. 

One of the major problems in dealing with the political history of these 
years is the identification of a meaningful group that can be described as Radi- 
cal Republicans. Conventional ideas about the Radicals are expressed in Mar- 
garet Shortreed, "The Anti-Slavery Radicals, 1840-1868,” Past and Present, 
No. 16, 65-87 (Nov. 1959). For modern, more sophisticated attempts to de- 
lineate a Radical faction see the studies cited above under “Wartime Govern- 
ment in the North” and W. R. Brock’s An American Crisis and David Don- 
ald’s The Politics of Reconstruction, both previously cited. See also two useful 
essays by John G. Clark: "Historians and the Joint Committee on Reconstruc- 
tion,” 23 Historian 348-61 (1961), and “Radicals and Moderates on the 
Joint Committee on Reconstruction,” 45 Mid-Am. 79-98 (1963). Hans L. 
Trcfousse, The Radical Republicans ( 1 969), is a scholarly group portrait which 
stresses the positive accomplishments of the Radicals. 

Contrary to most previous interpretations, recent scholarship tends to 
question the degree of influence and power exerted by the Radicals over the 
course of Reconstruction legislation. Eric L. McKitrick, Andrew Johnson and 
Reconstruction, previously cited, shows that the Radicals were not in control 
immediately after the war and were not the principal shapers of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. Donald’s Politics of Reconstruction demonstrates that the 
Military Reconstruction Act of 1867 was a compromise, not to the Radicals' 
liking. William Gillette, The Right to Vote, cited in full just below, points up 
Radical disappointment with the Fifteenth Amendment. Three articles show 
how Radicals had to compromise to get the Civil Rights Act of 1875: James M. 
McPherson, "Abolitionists and the Civil Rights Act of 1875,” 52 J.A.H. 493- 
510 (1965): William P. Vaughn, “Separate but Unequal: The Civil Rights 
Act of 1875 and Defeat of the School Integration Clause,” 48 Sxv. Soc. Set. Q. 
146-54 (1967); and Bertram Wyatt-Brown, "The Civil Rights Act of J875,” 
18 Western Political Q. 763-75 (1965). 

At the same time historians have been analyzing the ideas of the Radicals. 
Harold M. Hyman, ed., The Radical Republicans and Reconstruction, 1861- 
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(1967), shows how rarely organs of business endorsed Radical positions. 

Some of the most searching criticisms of the Beard-Hacker-Beale view have 
been made in connection with studies of the resumption of specie payments, a 
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slightly modifying the conclusions of Mitchell and Barrett. For examples of 
such useful studies see George L. Anderson, “The Proposed Resumption of Sil- 
ver Payments in 1873,” 8 Pac. H. R. 301-16 (1939); Anderson, “The South 
and Problems of Post-Civil War Finance,” 9 J.S.H. 181—95 (1943); Ander- 
son, “Western Attitudes toward National Banks, 1873-74,” 23 M.V.H.R. 
205-16 (1936); William G. Carleton, “The Money Question in Indiana Poli- 
tics, 1865-1890,” 42 hid. M. H. 107-50 (1946); Frank D. Graham, “Inter- 
national Trade under Depreciated Paper. The United States, 1862-79,” 3 6 
Quart. Jour. E con. 220-73 (1922); Reginald C. McGrane, "Ohio and the 
Greenback Movement,” 11 M.V.H.R. 526-42 (1925); Roscoc C. Martin, 
“The Greenback Party in Texas,” 30 Sw. H. Q. 161-77 (1927); and Max L. 
Shipley, “The Background and Legal Aspects of the Pendleton Plan,” 24 
M.V.H.R. 329-40 (i 937 )- 
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Then historians began ehallenging the wry '° 8 “ “i” 
thesis rested, Chester M. Destler, American a 1 ' e of t]ie p en dleton 

raised troublesome questions about the °" g ‘" S p an (^ 959 ), demonstrated that 
plan. Robert P. Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party U9S9* resump . 

businessmen held widely varyingopinjons^up^^ of ^ groupS changed 
tion, as did Radical Repubhcans an , n both econo mic and in- 

over time. Then Irwin Unger. ,n a br political History 

tellectual history, showed in The Gree» « ^ often ideological considera- 

of American Finance , i 8 65_ ' ’ mine d attitudes toward specie re- 
tions rather than economic f elf "'" tic i es; “Business and Currency in the 

sumption. See also Unger s impr * jllid-Aw. 27-39 0959); " T,,c 

Ohio Gubernatorial Campaign o 75> Resumption Act” 35 B “ 5 - 

Business Community and the Origin Snecie Resumption," 74 

Hist. Rev. 247-62 O^UT^nd ' S ff e ‘ Northern" Calvinist 
P.S.Q. <6-70 C,9»l> »<1 ’" d «“*“!: jo j of Preibylcrian Hist. 

Churches and the Reconstruction Fman Q h rJ „ T imbetlalc, Jr., 

38-35 (196a), For ■ “”™™ 8 °C. an7 T ,ea,u„ Policy," a 4 l Ecct. 
"Ideological Factors tn s P eclc . H we p a „l Barnett, "The Crime of 1873 
H. 09-50 0 964); On a -'fg.T^aVand Allen W.tnstein, "Was There 
Re-examined," 38 Agr. H. 17 f 1067). Walter T. K. Nugent, The 

a 'Crime of 1873'!" 54 l-AH- 3 °J~* » , , , brle-F recent s)nthesis of 

■Money Question rfnrtng Recon.trnce.on 09677, 

all this scholacshlp- - ,^0 Frontier, previously cited, is an ad- 

Fted A. Shannon. The Farmers w ^ JMBi g „ ins ,„ir,cient at 

mitable discussion of farm r' ob,,n 'L „ discussed In more detail in two 
ten tion to farm Crusade C.9.°> »d The Crauger 

books by Solon J. Buck- . j supplement Buck’s work- William D. 

Meu.ut.nt C.9.»>- I'"" jTc CenTi, of the Canges A Reappraise •" 

Bains, "Oliver Hudson Ke,lcy a v feo „ -Ceangeeistn in Clvatnpaign Count), 
41 Agr, H- 3I9-4 1 Cr96-3' BuF ' ’ , (,,601 Patricia Smith and 

Illinois, 1873-1877, « Kelli) : Minnesota Ihonecr, 1849-1868, 

Rhoda H. Gilman, 0,1 ' fr i , \wHwaed. "The Northwestern Farmer. 

40 31, nu, H- C .967); "i'ZTr: Apr. " ■ >4-4. O 963). Since Duel . 
1868-1876: A Tale of P (arm discontent, one mustconsult the 

svntk deal, latgelv wdh DW* Easereb,. "The Cange, 

ariicle. on the Granger mo. 'men ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Movement In South Ca™”*’ Actl.lt. of the Grange In Mis 4 J 

James S. r.egu>on, L„„. -The C.ange and ramerCducatvon In Ms 

.Miss. II. 3— *9 6194.3, , William vv Rogers, -Tlvc Alabama State 

alealppl.- 8 J.S.H. - 197-5'. TWoer Salontos. The Grange m the 

Geange." 8 Ala. *• J 4 "[ s .,| ”3-87 (.953): and Ralph A. Smith. -The 
South, tR? -Texas. 1873-19°° •’ 4* Sir II. Q. 297-}*5 < >939 

Granger Movement InT* • Sonth. eSOs-OJi ('960), 1< 

Tlvcodoee Salouios. Farn.e, . 

a useful summan'. ,., u „ r iim. hehlod the etandard wn.l. "n the 

Vet, recent!’ * „ h „ been suggevtcd. In, esanvple. 

O'.”." ru.L anteervlent. and tha, I, »a. US no, b, Unmm 

that the VAfanh.'- 
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but by local businessmen. For the best of this revisionist work see Earl S. 
Beard, “The Background of State Railroad Regulation in Iowa,” 51 Iowa J. H, 
x— 3 6 (1953); Lee Benson, Merchants, Farmers, and Railroads: Railroad Reg- 
ulation and New York Politics, 1850-1887 (1955); Frederick Merk, “Eastern 
Antecedents of the Grangers,” 23 Agr. H. 1—8 (194 9); George H. Miller, 
"Origins of the Iowa Granger Law,” 40 M.V.H.R. 657-80 (1954); Mildred 
Throne, "The Grange in Iowa, 1868—1875,” 47 Iowa ]. H. 289—324 (1949); 
and Harold D. Woodman, "Chicago Businessmen and the ‘Granger’ Laws,” 36 
Agr. H. 16-24 (1962). 

THE END OF RECONSTRUCTION 

For many years Paul L. Haworth, The Hayes-Tilden Disputed Presidential 
Election of 1876 (1906), has been a standard work, and as a study of the po- 
litical aspects of the crisis it is not likely to be replaced. See, however, the biog- 
raphies of Hewitt and the following essays: Harold Dippre, “Corruption and 
the Disputed Election Vote of Oregon in the 1876 Election,” 67 Ore. H. Q. 
257—72 (1966); Jerrell H. Shofner, “Fraud and Intimidation in the Florida 
Elections of 1876,” 42 Fla. H. Q. 321—30 (1964); T. B. Tunnell, Jr., "The 
Negro, the Republican Party, and the Election of 1876 in Louisiana,” 7 La. H. 
101-16 (1966); and Jerome L. Sternstein, ed., "The Sickles Memorandum: 
Another Look at the Hayes-Tilden Election-Night Conspiracy,” 32 J.S.H. 342— 
57(1966). 

Increasingly, however, historians have come to question the adequacy of 
Haworth’s interpretation and to look behind the scenes for economic motives in 
the ending of Radical Reconstruction. William B. Hesseltine, “Economic Fac- 
tors in the Abandonment of Reconstruction,” 22 M.V.H.R. 191— 210 (1935), 
was an important essay pointing in this direction. C. Vann Woodward's Re- 
union and Reaction: The Compromise of 1877 the End of Reconstruction 
(1951) carried this revision much further, discrediting the Wormley confer- 
ence as a factor in Hayes's selection and stressing the role of former Whigs and 
railroad magnates in the outcome. See also Woodward’s Origins of the New 
South, 1877-1913 (1951). Woodward’s important new interpretation has re- 
ceived almost universal acceptance; see, for example, Harry Barnard’s Ruther- 
ford B. Hayes and His America (1954). 
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Arkansas, slave distribution in, 67; seces- Bancroft, Frederic, 63-64; quoted, 391, 
sion, 183-184; Lincoln’s reconstruc- 4 8 9 - 

tion plan in, 553-554; drift of South- Bancroft, George, 26. _ 

ern population to, 572; readmission, Banks. See finance, national banking 

618. system. 

Armistead, Lewis A., Confederate gen- Banks, N. P., Union general, presiden- 
eral, death at Gettysburg, 405. tial aspirant, 130; defeated at Cedar 

Army (Confederate), initial organiza- Mountain, 218; in Valley campaign, 

tion (lack of regular army), 193 and 212; in Maryland, 233; and Red River 

n; early volunteers, 249—251; con- expedition, 45 2 ~ 453 » succeeds Butler 
scription, 251-252; supply, 252- in New Orleans, 515, 516. 

253. Baptists, in abolition movement, 25-26. 

Army (United States), haphazard re- Barnard, Harry, quoted, 687. 
cruitment and variety of units, 193; Barnwell, R. W., 84, 90. 

raising of, 3 to; and war materials, Barrett, Don C., quoted, 353. 


3,9-324; administration of, 325- 
339; Negro troops in, 392-393; dis- 
banding of, 537—538; controlled by 
Radical Congress, 593. 

Army of the Potomac, Virginia campaign 
of 1862, 208-226. Sec also Burnside, 
Hooker, McClellan, McDowell, 
Meade, Pope. 

Arnold, R. D., mayor of Savannah, and 
resolutions of citizens, 432. 

Arrests, in North, 305—307. 

Arthur, Chester A., collector for the port 
of New York, 679. 

Ashley, James M., in 37th Congress, 
276; as Radical, 568; offers resolution 
impeaching Johnson, 601-602, 605. 
Aspinwall, W. H., 487, 490. 

Assassination of Lincoln, conspiracy for, 
527-528; trial of conspirators, 643- 
644. 

Atchison, David R., 94. 

Atlanta, Ga., in campaign of 1864, 425; 
burning of, 427; and political result 
of burning, 475; food riots in, 518; 
Federal relief in, 544. 

Atlantic Monthly, 680. 

Auchampaugh, P. G., quoted, 153. 
Avery, Charles, 24. 

Babcock, Orville E., and the Whiskey 
Ring, 657; and Santo Domingo, 671. 
Baez, Buenaventura, Dominican leader, 
671. 

Bailey, Thomas A., quoted, 368. 

Baker, E. D., Union officer, and dispute 
with Breckinridge, 278; defeat and 
death at Ball’s Bluff, 281. 

Ballard, Colin, mentioned, 209. 

Ball’s Bluff, disaster at, 281. 

Baltimore, Md., riot (April 19, 1861), 
195—196, 232; Republican conven- 
tion of 1864, 468. 

Ba timore Gazette, 308. 


Barton, Clara, 4880. 

Bassett, J. S., 69. 

Bates, Edward, as Knownothing, 3, 97; 
chairman of Whig convention of 
1856, 104; Republican contender, 

i860, 129, 1 31; attorney general in 
Lincoln’s cabinet, 165; on Sumter 
question, 172; avoids strict enforce- 
ment of treason act, 300. 

Battles (or campaigns), earlier phases, 
197-201; in Virginia, 1862, 208- 
226; in West (1862), 201-207; in 
1863, 399-416; in 1864, 417-424; 
final campaigns, 523-526; final sur- 
renders, 528-529. See also particular 
battles (e.g., Shiloh, Gettysburg, etc.). 

Baxter, Elisha, of Arkansas, denied seat 
in Senate, 554. 

Bayard, James A., Jr., of Delaware, in 
37th Congress, 278. 

Beale, Howard K., quoted, 543. 

Beard, Charles and Mary, 582. 

Beauregard, (P.) G. T., and Sumter 
crisis, 176-177, 248; his “chance” of 
seizing Washington, 195 and n; at 
Bull Run, 197; succeeds Johnston in 
West, 206; quarrels with Jefferson 
Davis, 272; replaced by Bragg, 406; 
in Virginia campaign of 1864, 4x9, 
423; quoted, 191; mentioned, 528, 
629. 

Beaver Dam Creek, Va., battle of, 216. 
Beecher, Henry Ward, 163; as orator, 
49 °; on distrust of South, 567. 
Beecher, Lyman, 22. 

Belknap, W. W., secretary of war under 
Grant, 654; resignation and impeach- 
ment, 657. 

Bell, John, as Knownothing, 3; nominee 
of Constitutional Union party (i860), 
I 3 i-I 33 > 137 , 180, 228; mentioned, 
161, 227. 

Belle Isle, 337. 
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Bellows, H. W., and United States Sani- 
tary Commission, 488. . 

Belmont, August, and North and South 
Railroad, 631, 

Beloff, Max, quoted, 5°4- 
Ben4t, Stephen, quoted, x6j» 

Beniamin, Judah P.. of Louisiana, In 
Davis cabinet, 246; unpopular but 
supported by Davis, 17*5 
unfriendliness. 364; on blockade, 
501; on British consuls, 5°75 
to offer abolition, 5X35 and postwar 
career, 547- 

Bennett, James Gordon, 14. 

Bentley, George R-, quoted, 577- 
Benton Barracks, Mo., 334. 337- 
Bickel, Alexander M, quoted, 5» 2 - 
Bigelow, John, on emancipation proc- 
lamation, 390-39*5 and French 

Bingham, John A., in 37th 

276; on impeachment committee. 
607, 61 1 ; and the Supreme Court, 

Binney, Horace, defends Lincoln, 3°5- 
Birchard, M.. Lincoln s letter to, 3<>5 
SS^i^s’^Buchanan-s cabi- 
net, 154; *nd peace feeler, 472- 
Black. Robert C.. quoted. 233- 
Black codes, in postwar South, 57 574 

"Black Friday" (gold corner), *55- 
“Black-horse Cavalry. 57*; 

Blackwell, Antoinette Brown. «9- 
Blackwell, Elizabeth. «9- Unco j„*, 
Blaine, J. G.. quoted. 459- ° roffn . 
plans for reconstruction, 55 
tioned, 686. action in 

Blair, Francis 276; 

Missouri, !?7;«n J 7 chjte . 

* U « PP ° rt d „V^d National Union Con- 
465 and n, * na ‘ *ice-rresi- 

vention, 589; ^£*6,9 

dential nominee ( 'Mancipation 

Blair, Francis P- tnd Hampton 

proclamation. 3*** on Mexico, 

Roads Conference, 5*4. on 

649- _ __ <n Lincoln's cabinet. 

"WSSssss,'” 

retires from unco 
Blair. Samuel S.. ■ *” 

Blatchford.Rlcha^.275 g . 

Blockade of the South- 44 ^ 


Bohn, Auguste, 629- 

Bolles, Albert S-, quoted, 353- 

Bond, Horace Mann, quoted, 626. 

BonneT, James C., 4*- r , . 

Booth. John Wilkes, assassmates Lincoln, 

Border* states, in Civil War. 217-24J; 

conference on compensated emanci- 
pation, 374-3 7 55 and wartime Con- 

Borie?V S E.', Grant’s secretary of the 
navy. 654- , 

Boston Evening Transcript, on Jaquess- 
Gilmore mission. 472. 

Boteler, A. R-, of Virginia, and Commit- 
tee of Thirty-three, 148. 

Bounty system, 318-329. 492- 
Boutnell, George S.. as Radicals, 
impeachment manager, 606-607. 
610, 61 1 ; secretary of the treasury. 

Botin, John S-, Confederate general, at 
Port Gibson. 4**- 
Bowles, Samuel, 1 5- 
Boyce. William W., on Davis, 270. 
Bradford, Augustus W„ 233- 

Court. 667. 668; member of Elec- 
toral Commission, 698-699. 

Bragg. Braxton, Confederate general, be- 
friended by Davis, 17 «; western com- 
mand. 406; invasion of Kentucky 
(Perryvllle campaign), 4°7i » n T « n * 
nesice, 409. 4 *2-4 *6. 

Bragg, Thomas, Confederate attorney 
general, 246. ...nr 

Breckinridge, John C.. chosen \ ice-Presl- 
dent (1856). 103; nominated lor 
President (1860), 129. *}* _, 33. 
1 >7. 16:, 118; tilt with Douglas. >78 
and n. 179 »nd n; attitude toward 
secession. 228; Confederate secretary 
of war. 246; In 37«h Congress. 277- 
278; expelled from Senate of the 
United States. 278: «* h*‘ tle 
Market. 4351 departure for Europe, 

Breech-loading rifle, 3*8. 

Bremer, Frederiki, a, 1 J. 28. 

Bright, John, communicates with Sum- 
ner concerning Trtnt affair. 361; and 
Gladstone speech. 364, crposed to 
recogniring Confederacy. 498; »» » i!I 
orerator. S°4; quoted. 356. 

Bristow. Benjamin H- secretary ©f 
treasury, 654; and Whiskey Ring. 

6 57; mentioned. 686. 

Britain, u* Great Britain. 
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British consuls in the South, expulsion 
of, 506-507. 

Brookes, Iverson L„ 49 - 
Brooklyn Bridge, 540. 

Brooks, Preston S., attack on Sumner, 
iox. 

Brown, Albert Gallatin, 49 > I0 7 < 

Brown, B. Gratz, and Badical conven- 
tion, 467; governor of Missouri, 658; 
mentioned, 659, 

Brown, John, and Pottawatomie mas- 
sacre, ioo-roi; Harpers Ferry raid, 
124—126; mentioned, 166. 

Brown, Joseph E., governor of Georgia, 
leads toward secession, 137; seizes 
Fort Pulaski, 140; conflict with Con- 
federate government, 267-268, 426, 
521; and conscription, 269. 

Brown, William Wells, Negro writer, 24. 
Browning, Orville II., moderate anti- 
slavery attitude, 24; in wartime Con- 
gress, 277; on confiscation, 285; on 
emancipation proclamation, 389-390; 
on Fremont’s removal, 455; on Illi- 
nois election (1862), 460; on cabinet 
crisis (r862), 462; and National 
Union Convention, 589, 590; becomes 
secretary of the interior, 603; diary 
record on impeachment of Johnson, 
613; comment on Supreme Court, 
646; sends Arlington relies to Mrs. 
Lee, 652; mentioned, 97, 174. 
Brownlow, W. G. ("Parson"), governor 
of Tennessee, 554, 585; mentioned, 
490. 

Bruce, Blanche K., Negro senator from 
Mississippi, 622-623. 

Bruce, Bobert V., quoted, 327. 

Bryant, William Cullen, 14, 465. 
Buchanan, Franklin, Confederate naval 
officer, and the Mcrrimac, 442. 
Buchanan, James, mentioned, 12, 24, 
90; and Ostend Report, 91; nomi- 
nated for President (1856), 102, 
104; and Dred Scott case, no— in; 
and Kansas, 114-117; and crisis of 
1860-61, 139, 142; messages to Con- 
gress, 144-145, 154; stiffening of at- 
titude toward secession, 153; at Lin- 
coln’s inauguration, 164; vetoes home- 
stead bill, 289; vetoes land-grant bill, 
291. 

Buck, Paul H., quoted, 37-38, 535 - 
Buckingham, James Silk, 19, 33. 
Buckner, Simon B., Confederate general, 
at Donclson, 203-204; at Knoxville, 

412-413- 

Buell, D. C., Union general, western 


command, 206, 406; mentioned, 39 °> 
640. 

Buford, Jefferson, 99. 

Buford, John, Union general, at Gettys- 
burg, 401. 

Bull Bun, first battle of, 197. 

Bui! Bun, second battle of, 218—219. 
Bulloch, James D., Confederate naval 
agent in England, 365-366, 450. 
Bunch, Bobert, British consul at Charles- 
ton, 506. 

Burlingame, Anson, 649, 651. 

Bums, Anthony (escaped slave), 121. 
Burnside, Ambrose E., Union general, at 
Antietam, 221; commands Army of 
the Potomac, 224; Fredericksburg 
campaign, 224-225; and Vallan- 
digham case, 303; orders suspension 
of Chicago Times, 307; after Fred- 
ericksburg, 399; western command, 
412, 415; at Petersburg, 423; seizes 
Roanoke Island, 444. 

Burr conspiracy, 298. 

Burton, William, governor of Delaware, 
234. 

Bushwhackers, and irregular warfare, 
see guerillas. 

Business, in wartime North, 480; and 
government under Grant, 660, Sec 
also economic conditions, North, and 
South. 

Butler, Colonel Andrew J., and corrupt 
activities in Louisiana, 486, 515. 
Butler, Andrew Pickens, mentioned, 84, 
90, 91; denounced by Sumner, 

101. 

Butler, Benjamin F., Union general and 
politician, in Maryland, 232—233; 
heads recruiting in "Department of 
New England,” 325; and execution 
of Mumford, 335; declared an out- 
law, 335, 515; and fugitive slaves, 
371; and freedmen, 386; and Negro 
troops, 391— 3924 in campaign of 
1864, 418, 423; and administration 
of New Orleans, 445-446, 486, 514- 
515; at Wilmington, N. C., 453; 
"Butler article” and impeachment, 
607, 610; as Badical politician, 633, 
679 - 

Cabinet, of Confederacy, 246—247. See 
also under Buchanan, Grant, Johnson, 
and Lincoln. 

Cable, Atlantic, 539-540. 

Cadwalader, George, Union general, in 
Maryland, 233; and Merryman case, 
301-302. 
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Calhoun, John C„ and economy of the 
South, 46; and tariff, 47. a 86 ! on 
secession, 84; and Cuba, 9*; , 

California, gold rush of, 83; '"depend- 
ence of, 83; admission as a free state, 

Cameron, James Donald, secretary of 
war under Grant, 654- - 

Cameron, Simon, and nomination ot 
i860, 130, 1 31; in Lincolns cabinet. 
165; on Sumter question, I?*! con- 
fas with Sherman. 201; “!"***"* 

Lincoln, 310; and war admimstraOon 

320-324; resigns as secretary of war 

324; chairman of Senate committee 
on foreign relations, 674; mentioned. 

Campbell John A., member of Supreme 

Court, and Dred Scott case, no. ; 
mediator in Sumter negotiations, 17 J. 
at Hampton Roads conference, 5*4. 

In Richmond, 527. F-nian 

Canada, emigration from, 54 » 
disturbances in, 649-65°- 

cS.'inW. I«». ”"*■ 

CwtbiSn 7 r C l nw ) <S« 

of mediation, 5°9' 

Cash. ‘ * " 

Cass. 


ts, candidate * 

quoted, 101. .... 

Castle Pinckney. I4». *.°«45 

2:s 

Catholic*- relation *“ of 1864. 

Caton. John u. 


Hill tCrtwW). 40.- 
Central Pacific Railroad, 288. 

Centralization in government, seen 
C k S"D. 4 OW»C...niD,,dSc.« 

CtariUS D. H.. governor of Sooth 
Carolina, 689, 700. 

Ch.neellor.viUe, tattle of, S9 9-4°r. V 
litical repercussions of, 4 6 4- 
Chandler, Zachariah, opposes Peace Con- 
vention. .5*; 1" wartime c “fS 

277; member of committee on the 

conduct of the war >8t; and kWde- 
Davis bill, 55*; and “ * 876 ‘ 

68 7 n. 688; mentioned, 568, bit. 

Channing. Edward, quoted. » J. 5J»- 

°SS^S'JS‘SSjzA 

j-g«;sysnSS3rr 

nert, 439; attempts to capture, 45*! 

^t.ecoh.n of John ’ *1’ 

E nomination of .860, 1*9-13*; 
at Trace Convention, 15*. ln l- 1 "' 
coin’s cabinet. 165; advises concern- 
ing Sumter. 17*; f"d army admin- 

Ration. 33 «; and treasury duties. 

341, 353-354; and Jay Cooke, 344. 
and l”al tender bill. 347! and plan 
for national banks. 35°i statement on 

emancipation proclamation. 377. ntt 

with Seward. 455: and cabinrt crWi 
of 1862, 455. 461-463; rrw'dentla! 

boom of 1864. 464-466; resignation. 
466, 469; official honesty, 4®7» P** 
sides during trial of Johnmn. 609; 
presidential candidate (1868). «J7 
639; and cate against Jefferson Davis. 
648; opinion in Hepburn «• Crlv 
wold. 667; mentioned. 97. *°3- 


ChnuMta., Tmn.. lrr t» —wttm 

strategy. 406; occupied by Rosecrans. 

4,3; Chattanooga-Chlckamauga-MU- 

tionary Ridge campaign. 

Chesnut. James. Jr-, and Sumter crisis. 
176-177; asserts war power ol Soutft 
Carolina. 147- _ . 

CfviniA M.v M.VT B„ Ota, 

Dili*, quoted cm Cetsetal Butler. 5 « 5. 
on Confederate women. 517-5*8* 
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Chcsnut, Mrs. Mary B. (cont.) 

519; on condition of Southern sol- 
diers, 520. 

Chcvcs, Langdon, 84, 90. 

Chew, Robert S., and Sumter expedition, 
174. 

Chicago, 111., Democratic convention 
(1864), 474; growth of, 540. 

Chicago Times, suspension of, 307; criti- 
cism of Lincoln, 495. 

Chicago Tribune, quoted, 390; and war- 
time policy, 457. 

Chickamauga, Ga., battle of, 4 13-4 14. 
China, and the United States, 650-651. 
Chisholm, A. R., and Sumter crisis, 
I76n, 177. 

Christian Commission, 489. 

Christy, David, author of Cotton Is King, 
500. 

Church, Sanford E., 639. 

Cincinnati, O., Liberal Republican con- 
vention (1872), 659; Republican 

convention (1876), 685-686. 
Cincinnati Commercial, and attitude to- 
ward Lincoln, 457. 

Cities, growth of, n-12, 540. 

Citizenship, and civil rights act, 579- 
580; and fourteenth amendment, 
581-582. See also Dred Scott case. 
Citroncllc, Ala., surrender of Richard 
Taylor, 529. 

City Point, Va., and conference of Lin- 
coln, Grant, and Sherman, 525. 

Civil rights act (1866), 579-580. 

Civil service reform, under Grant ad- 
ministration, 655. 

Civil War, antecedents of, 79, 96; gen- 
eral comment on military aspects, 
194-195; purpose of, 370; slavery as 
issue, 371-378; and foreign affairs, 
503-513; numbers and losses, 529- 
532. See also specific generals, battles 
and campaigns, etc. 

Clarendon, Lord, British foreign min- 
ister, and Johnson-Clarcndon conven- 
tion, 672. 

Clark, Charles B., quoted, 233. 

Clay, Cassius M., abolitionist, 23, 51; 
succeeded by Cameron as minister to 
Russia, 324; mentioned, 130. 

Clay, Clement C„ of Alabama, opposes 
Federal grants for universities, 291; 
and mission to Canada, 471. 

Clay, Henry, and compromise of 1850, 
86, 8S, 227; and tariff compromise 
of 1833, 286. 

Cleveland, O., Radical convention at, 
467- 


Clipper ships, 9-1 x. 

Cobb, Howell, elected speaker, 85; re- 
signs from Buchanan’s cabinet, 153; 
mentioned, 138. 

Cobb, T. R. R., mentioned, 138, 140; 

at Fredericksburg, 224; on Davis, 270. 
Cobden, Richard, quoted, 357; com- 
municates with Sumner concerning 
Trent affair, 362; and Gladstone 
speech, 364. 

Coben, Stanley, quoted, 665-666. 
Cochrane, John, and Cleveland conven- 
tion (1864), 468. 

Coke, Richard, governor of Texas, 621. 
Colcock, William F., 85. 

Cold Harbor, Va., battle of, 419-420. 
Cole, A. C., quoted, 168. 

Coleman, C. H., quoted, 637, 640. 
Colfax, Schuyler, in 37th Congress, 276; 
vice-presidential nominee (1868), 

637- 

Collamcr, Jacob, 277; opposes confisca- 
tion, 285; opposes bill for national 
banks, 350; and cabinet crisis of 
1862, 462, 463m 

Colleges, denominational, 18; for women, 
20; land-grant bill, 290-291. 
Colonization, of free Negroes, urged by 
Lincoln, 374 and n. 

Colorado, admitted to Union, 476; con- 
test over admission, 608-609, 642. 
Columbia, S. C., burning of, 434> 
reached by Sherman, 523. 

Columbus, Ky., 202. 

Columbus (Ohio) Crisis, critical of Lin- 
coln, 495. 

Committee of thirteen (to avert war, 
1860-61), 149-151. 

Committee of thirty-three (to avert war, 
1860-61), 148—149. 

Committee on conduct of the war, 281— 
283. 

Compensated emancipation, 372, 374— 
376; in District of Columbia, 372; 
voted by House and Senate (for Mis- 
souri), 375; urged by Lincoln, 397- 
Compromise of 1850, 85—90, 127. 
Confederacy, The, Montgomery conven- 
tion, 156-161; constitution, r 57- 
159; President and Vice-President, 
160-161; and Sumter crisis, r76- 
177; wartime problems of, 243-255; 
civil government, 246; finance, 256- 
264; internal conflict, 264; status of, 
and attitude of United States govern- 
ment, 293-295; diplomacy of, 357; 
cruiser operations, 364-369, 438, 
450; and Union blockade, 438, 44 1 — 
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442, 501-503; naval crews as pirates, 
448-449; and Napoleon III, 498, 
508-510; and cotton embargo, 500; 
and expulsion of British consuls, 506— 
507; conditions in wartime, 516—520; 
authorizes use of Negro troops, S«- 
Confederate leaders, treatment of, 584, 


595. , , 

Confederate paper money, 260-202. 
Confiscation, urged in Congress, 283- 
283; Butler’s policy in New Orleans, 
515; general, 536". 

Congress, stormy session of 1 849-5°. 
85-90; and crisis of 1860-61, 148 
1 51; membership, 1856-62, 169; an 
Lincoln's acts, 276. 279: Crittenden 
resolution on purpose of the war, 280, 
and confiscation, 283-283, 372; <l u * * 
ity of wartime legislation, 291-29 . 
and paper money, 346; and nations 
banking system, 35°i authorizes pri- 
vateering. 366; and emancipauon. 
372; and emancipation proclamation, 
388-389; election of 1862, 456-462. 
and Johnson’s reorganized states, 5 54 
555, 560-561, 575J « nd fourteenth 
amendment. 584; readmits Tennessee. 
585-586; dominating agency In re- 
con,ln.ctfon, 59 1 * '7, J “ S 

Of iqM ,1,10,. 6.8-f91 ** 
amending rronesa. r a «« 

Dlatrict aulf.ago bill. 6-9 > *“L£ 
modeling of Supreme Court, 643 

646, -„l,rTgT.b-l>ni.«!‘f 

bill of 1874 ("sound money J. 668 
670; and Ku Klux Klan. 68 3 . See -»ho 
particular acts. Democrats. Bad.cals, 

cnS'r:S'd%,.» r .bip.'" 

aSs ?*** 1 

Conover^cXTDunh.m). “testimony" 
against President Johnson. 601. 
Conrad. Alfred aril War. 

Conscientious objectors, 

Co’nSrd’n 0” 

_ *J®r a f ta United States), draft 
Conscription C» J™ n; un<Jrt e f 

° f „ * 86 V.. 3 - and polities, 463. See 


Constitution (co" ,, 


1 arguments. 


etc.), and secession, 244; provisions 
of citizenship, related to fourteenth 
amendment, 581-583: general 

amendment of, 634: and disputed 
presidential elections, 693n-6g4n. See 
also Dred Scott case, habeas corpus, 
Merryman, Milligan, Supreme Court, 
Vallandigham. 

Conventions, state, as device for seces- 
sion, 14 >- „ 

Cooke, Jay, as ’’financier of the Civil 
War," 344; and Alabama and Chat- 
tanooga Railroad, 631-632; failure 
of, 661; on "soft money," 666; men- 
tioned, 539- 

Cooke, J. R., at Fredericksburg. 224- 
Cooper, James Fenimore, 13. 

Cooper, Peter, and Atlantic cable, 539. 
Copperheads, 299. 463”. 47 8n > 57°, 
Corinth, Miss., battle of, 409- 
Coming. Erastus, in 37th Congress, 276; 

Lincoln’s letter to, 3°5- , 

Corporations, in relation to 24th amend- 
ment, 582-583- „ . 

Corruption, during Civil Mar In North, 
486-488; in postwar South, 624- 
625; during Grant administration, 
&xx-6x 7: campaign Issue (1876), 


686-687. „ , , , 

Cost of living, under Confederacy, 262- 

Cotton, Importance of, 36-37. 7*: basis 
of Confederate diplomacy, 5°o; 
shortage in England, 503; postwar 
crops. 55»- 

Coultcr. E- Merton, quoted, 228, 229, 
249-250, 2j8, 549. 56j, 6*2. 624. 

Cos-ode, John, in 37th Congress. 276; 
member of committee on conduct of 
the svar, 281; and impeachment of 
Johnson, 60J. 

Cowan. Edgar, in Congress, 277. 567. 
and National Union Convention, 389; 
confirmation refused by Senate, 594. 

Cox. Jacob D.. Union general, quoted. 
I9j, 429. 412; secretary of the in- 
terior under Grant. 654. 

Cox, S. S., In 37th Congress ; defends 
Vallandigham. 303- 

Craven, Avery, 19. 6j. 

Crfdit Mobilicr, 289. sal, 656. 

Crcsweil, John A. J- Grant’s postroaslrr 
general, 654. . , 

Cridland. Frederick J, British consul at 
Mobile, 506. 

Crime, during CIril War. 48 8. 

Criminals, leasing of. In postwar Sooth. 
630. 
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Crittenden, George B., 201; at Mill 
Springs, 202. 

Crittenden, John J., promotes compro- 
mise (1860-61), 149-151, 228, 

2300; mentioned, 201, 227, 276. 

Crittenden resolution (July 22, 1861), 
280, 370. 

Crittenden, Thomas, 201, 

Croft, William, escaped slave, 121. 

Cross Keys, Va., battle of, 212. 

Crummell, Alexander, 25. 

Cuba, and Ostend affair, 91—92. 

Cumberland, The, in Hampton Roads 
battle, 442. 

Cummings vs. Missouri, 646. 

Currency, state of, as cause of depres- 
sion, 661, 666. See also finance. 

Curtis, Benjamin R., dissents in Dred 
Scott case, no, 113. 

Curtis, George William, 16; and civil 
service reform, 655. 

Custer, George A., 541. 

Custis, George W. P., emancipates his 
slaves, 59-60. 

Custis, Mary, 214. 

Dahlgrcn, John A., Union admiral, fails 
to take Charleston, 452. 

Dana, Charles A., 1 5. 

Dana, James Dwight, 16. 

Dana, Richard H., Jr., on blockade, 296; 
and case against Jefferson Davis, 647; 
mentioned, 121. 

Danish West Indies, attempted annexa- 
tion to the United States, 650. 

Davis, Alexander K., 623m 

Davis, David, opinion in Milligan case, 
304, 643, 644; Labor nominee for 
president, 659; unavailable for Elec- 
toral Commission, 697. 

Davis, Garrett, opposes secession of Ken- 
tucky, 228-229; in 37th Congress, 
278; opposes confiscation, 285; opin- 
ion on impeachment, 614; on Negro 
suffrage, 641. 

Davis, George, Confederate attorney gen- 
eral, 246. 

Davis, Henry Winter, as Knownothing, 
3; opposes Lincoln’s candidacy, 473-I 
474; and Wade-Davis bill, 552; men- 
tioned, 654. 

Davis, Jeff C., Union general, on Sher- 
man's march, 432. 

Davis, Jefferson, plantation of, 43; and 
compromise of 1850, 87—88; re- 

nounces secession, 90; intra-party dis- 
pute with Douglas, 129; and compro- 
mise efforts, 149; as President of Con- 


federacy, 160; career of, 160-161; 
provisional and definitive inaugura- 
tions, 245; choice of cabinet, 246- 
247; characteristics as executive, 270- 
273; and transcontinental railroad, 
288; opposes Federal grants for uni- 
versities, 291; declares Butler an out- 
law, 335, 515; on emancipation proc- 
lamation, 387; denounces use of 
Negro troops, 394; and Chattanooga 
campaign, 415; and Sherman’s march 
to the sea, 430; on privateering, 446- 
447; and Jaquess-Gilmore peace mis- 
sion, 472; and expulsion of British 
consuls, 507; on conspiracies in 
South, 520—521; on Hampton Roads 
conference, 524; departure with cabi- 
net from Richmond, 525, 527; plans 
to continue war, 528; postwar treat- 
ment of, 646-647; case before the 
courts, 647-648. 

Davis, Mrs. Jefferson, 518. 

Day, James I., 629. 

Dayton, William L., vice-presidential 
candidate (1856), 103; presidential 
aspirant, J30; American minister to 
France, 510, 5x1. 

DeBow, J. D. B., 106, 500. 

DcRow's Review, 79, 8on. 

Debt, national, see finance. 

Declaration of Paris (1856), 447. 

Delaware, part in Civil War, 233-234; 
and compensated emancipation, 374- 

Democrats (Democratic party), and 
Douglas, 94; split between Douglas 
and Buchanan wings, 102, 116; elec- 
tion of 1856, 104-105, 120; best 
hope of saving Union, 127; conven- 
h ° n I ^°’ 12 8— 129; in campaign 
° ii- ”°’ 1 ^ 2 - — 1 335 chance of con- 
trolling government lost by secession, 
168—169; in wartime Congress, 276— 
3nt ^ 'Y artimc Politics, 298, 457; 
and emancipation proclamation, 390; 
and campaign of 1864, 474-479; 
and fourteenth amendment, 583; re- 
lation to Whigs during reconstruction, 
£27-629; and election of 1868, 637, 
£38-641; campaign of 1872, 659- 
£60; election of 1874, 678-700; and 
intimidation of Negroes, 682-685. 

Demologos The (ironclad), 439m 

dcMonthoIon, French minister at Wash- 

ington, 649. 

Dennett, Tyler, quoted, 650. 
ennison, William, succeeds Blair in 
Lincolns cabinet, 475 and n; suc- 
ceeded by Randall, 603. 
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Depew, Chauncey M., 54*- 
Depression, of 1857, ia-i55 « 1865-6, 

5 38; during Grant’s second term, 661. 
Desertion, Northern, 329-33 ti South- 
ern, 263, 516-517- 
Dickens, Charles, 27, 28, 586. 

Dickinson, Henry, mentioned, 233. 

Direct tax, wartime levy, 344- 
Disfranchisement of ex-Confederates, 
and fourteenth amendment, 5=4- 
District of Columbia, slave trade abol- 
ished, 89. 37*i Negro suffrage in, 
641. See also Washington, D. C. 

Dix, Dorothea, 19. 20-21, 488m 
Dix, John A.. Union general, in Bu- 
chanan’s cabinet, 154; M«>Iand. 
233; on commission to examine po- 
litical prisoners, 3°*! arranges cartel, 
334; and railroads, 54*1 mentioned, 
27 J. 

Dodd, William E., 43- , ... 

Dodge, G. M„ Union general and rail- 
road construction around Cnatta 
nooga, 414- 

Dodge, William E.. 679- „ 

Donelson. Andrew Jackson. •* Know- 
nothing, 3; election of 1856, «°*- 
Doolittle. J. R-. in Congress. 277, 5|7. 
on Johnson's campaign of 1866, 5»9. 

and National Union convention. 
589; on tenure act, 612; mentioned 
for presidential nomination (i860;. 

Do™?,',. SWta r«“” «" ■£“' 
tion, 24: •nd compromise of 1850. 
86-88/93; candidate for President 
f 18x1). 00; and popular sovereignty, 
02; and Kansas-Nebrasla bill. 94-97. 
288; rejected for Presidential nomi- 
, ’ r.B<61 toa; and Lecompton 

9 ... us; on committee of thir- 
teen 14V supports Lincoln after 

Sum'rtf HtJJOjT'l’J 

Douglass. Frederick, 23. *°- 

Dowdey^Clifford- «* *’ 419- 

Draft, tee conscrir“° n - 

Dred Scott *® 8 " , t l 4, 57 


Duer, William, 85. 

Dunning, William A., quoted, 571. 653. 
DuPont, Samuel F., Union naval officer, 
444. 45*- . 0 

Durkin, Joseph T., quoted, 438- 


Eads bridge, 540. . , 

Early, Jubal A., Confederate general, 
threatens Washington, 349; at r . Ge . t, T‘' 
burg, 404; operations in Virginia, 
434. 436, 437! «‘d on Washington, 
436; postwar attitude, 547! quoted, 
181. , , . 

East, the, antagonism to West over busi- 
ness policies, 663-665. 

Eastern Clarion (Miss.), on inflation, 

Eaton* John, quoted, 385-3865 and 
frrrdmcn. 386. 

Eckcnrode, H. J., quoted. 691. 

Economic conditions, postwar, 538-5395 
under Grant, 660. See also sectional- 
ism, North, South. 

Edmonds, James E-. quoted, 400. 
Edmunds, George F.. resolution for con- 
trol of electoral college, S9*-593- 
Education, ante-bellum, 17-195 Ijnd ‘ 
gTant-collegc bill, 290. 

Edwards. Monroe, emancipates his 
slaves, 59- _ 

Eggleston, George Cary, 42, 680. 

quoted, 2 54. 419. 4*0- 
Elections, of 1852. 9®-9«5 « 8 * 6 ; 

102-105; of i860, 129-1315 « 
1864, 470-477; of 1866, 389-590; 
or 1868, 637-639: of 1870, 6j8 and 
„• nf 1872. 6x8-660; of 1876, 685- 


EJretoral college, radical control of. 
392—593; theoretical principles of, 
693n-6o4n. 

Electoral Commission of 1877, compo- 
sition, 69Sn. decisions of, 699- 

Ellis, John Willis, governor of North 
Carolina, and secession. 187. 

Elmira (N. Y.) prison camp. 337, 338- 

Emancipation of slaves, problem in the 
South. 77; relation to second confisca- 
tion art. 372; as wartime problem. 
371, 382-383; In border states, 395! 
offered br South ss price of recogni- 
tion by England. 513- See also com- 
pensated emancipation, thirteenth 
amendment. 

Emancipation proclamation, and inter- 
national relations, 364, 377. 390- 
jgt; and previous arts of Congress. 
372-373; provisions of, 379-38°; no< 
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Emancipation proclamation ( cont ,) 
expressive of Lincoln’s main policy to- 
ward slavery, 380; legality of, 382- 
383; and war aims, 384; and politics, 
456, 460. 

Emerson, John, in Dred Scott case, 108. 

Emerson, Ralph Waldo, 14, 15-16; 
quoted on Sumner, 277. 

Emory article” and impeachment, 607, 
610. 

England, see Great Britain. 

English, William H., offers "English 
bill" for admission of Kansas, 116. 

E nrica, see Alabama. 

Ericsson, John, and naval invention, 
439n, 441, 443 and n. 

Erie Railroad, earnings in Civil War, 
481; Fish-Gould swindle, 656. 

Erlangcr loan (to Confederacy), 259, 

Evarts, William M., mission to England, 
49 °. as orator, 490; as railroad coun- 
sel, 541; counsel at Johnson’s trial, 
610, 611-612; and case against Jef- 
ferson Davis, 677; on confiscation, 
652; on disputed election of 1876, 
698. 

Everett, Edward, as Knownothing, 3; on 
campaign of i860, 132; on European 
mission, 489; as orator, 490; men- 
tioned, 24. 

Ewell, Richard S., Confederate general, 
and Gettysburg campaign, 401, 404. 

Ewing, Thomas, at Peace Convention, 
1 51; and emancipation proclamation, 
39 °; mentioned for presidential nomi- 
nation c 1 868), 639. 

Exchange of prisoners, 335—336. 


Fairman, Charles, quoted, 668. 

Fair Oaks, sec Seven Pines. 

Far East, Seward's international policy 
toward, 650-651. 

Farragut, David G., Union admiral, as 
Southern officer adhering to Union 
215; naval expedition against Vicks- 
burg, 409; and battle of New Orleans 
445; capture of Mobile, 453; mcn ’. 
tioned for presidential nomination 
C1868), 639; mentioned, 604. 

Fayetteville, N. C., 523. 

Federal troops, withdrawn from South 
700. For measures of Federal govern- 
ment, . see Buchanan, confiscation, 
conscription, Congress, Lincoln, etc.; 
for “Fcderals” in military sense, sec 
army, battles, etc. 

Fcls, Rcndigs, 538. 

Feminism, 19-20. 


Fenian Brotherhood, and Canadian bor- 
der troubles, 649-650. 

Ferry, T. W., president of Senate, 694, 
698. 

Fcrtig, J. W., quoted, 185, r86. 

Fessenden, S. C., and resolution to ap- 
prove emancipation proclamation, 
388. 

Fessenden, William Pitt, at Peace Con- 


vention, 1 51; in Congress, 277; dis- 
agrees with Lincoln’s policies, 456; 
on joint committee on reconstruction, 
575—576; and bill for freedmen’s bu- 
reau, 577; mentioned, 6x3. 

Fiat money, 346. 

Field, Cyrus, 7; and Atlantic cable, 539. 

Field, David Dudley, at Peace Conven- 
tion, 1 51; and Atlantic cable, 539; 
and Liberal Republicans, 658. 

Field, S. J., member of Supreme Court, 
opinion in Tool Co. vs. Norris, 323; 
quoted, 646. 

Fifteenth amendment, 642-643. 

Fillmore, Millard, as nativist, 2; and 
1856 campaign, 102, 104-105. 

Finance, in Civil War, loans, 340—344; 
suspension of specie payments, 343; 
paper money, 346-348; gold fluctua- 
tions, 348—350; national banking sys- 
tem, 350-351; post-war problems 
(.national debt, etc.), 664-665; re- 
sumption of specie payments, 664; 
greenbacks, 666-667; currency bill of 
i »74 ( sound money”), 668-670. 

Finance, Confederate, 256-264. 

Finney, C. G., 22, 25. 

Fish, Hamilton, secretary of state under 
rant, 654, 671; and negotiations 
concerning Alabama claims, 674-677; 
mentioned, 668, 686. 

•is back, W. M., of Arkansas, denied 
seat in Senate, 554. 

Fisher’s Hill, Va., battle of, 436. 

F|sk James, 541, 655, 661. 

Fitzhugh, George, 48, 106. 

Fitzpatrick, Benjamin, 128. 

Five Forks, battle of, 525. 

Flanders, B. F., 598. 

onda, secession, 138; readmission, 

rlV and dis P utcd election of 1876, 
688-690, 700. 

lorida, The, Confederate cruiser, 365, 
451 . 


°)d, John B., and Southern forts, 146; 
resigns from Buchanan’s cabinet, 153; 
at Donelson, 203—204; conduct as 
secretary of war, 310-311; quoted, 
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Flying Cloud, II. . , 

Foote, Andrew Hutl, Union admiral, and 
Donelson campaign, 202-103; river 
war of 1862, 206. 

Foote, Henry Stuart, 90. 

Forbes, J. M., mission to England, 49<>. 
"Force bills" (to enforce fifteenth 
amendment), 683- 
Ford, Worthington C-, quoted, 359- 
Fonest, Nathan Bedford, Confederate 
general, and Fort Pillow affair, 394! 
operations In Tennessee, 406; final 
pursuit by Wilson, 5*9- . 

Forster, W. E., and Gladstone speech, 
364; opposed to recognizing Confed- 
eracy, 498. 

Fort Barrancas, 170- 
Fort Donelson, capture of, 186, 201- 
204; mentioned, 102. 

Fort Fisher, 453. 3*3- 
Fort Henry, 202. 

Fort Johnson, 45*- 

Fort Lafayette. 337- 

Fort McHenry. 337- 

Fort Monroe, in peninsular campaign, 

Fort* Moultrie, 45*1 removal of garrison 
to Sumter, 146. >70. 

Fort Pillow (Tenn.), 'massacre inves- 
tigated by committee, 3945 attitude of 
Lincoln, 395- , , _ . 

Fort Sumter, situation under Buchanan, 
146; Star of the Wat Incident, rjj. 
>70; crisis of April, 1861. 169; * 

state and federal rroblcm for South. 
247-148; mentioned. 161. 452. 

Tort Warren, 337- 
Foster, Stephen, 26. 

Fourteenth amendment. 398; original 
purpose of. J 8 o-J 8,; word.ng of. 

<81-384; conspiracy theory" of, 
<82-583: rejection of. 584-585. 596. 
2... and readmission of Southern 
states, 596, 634: congressional dec- 
laration of adoption, 634-635. 

Fox Custavus Visa, and Sumter expe- 
dition. 174. ‘77; »» assistant secre- 
tary of navy. 166, 4<o. 

Fox Col. W. F-, on numbers in Union 

France! ‘"dThe American question, 356; 
and emancipation. 391; and Confed- 
eracy. 498. 308-510: and proposed 
mediation. 509: Intervention In Mex- 
J|0 . $te also Napoleon III. 

Franklin. John Here. J»- 

Franllin. Ten”-, battle ef. 523. 

'"SWv.. 


Fredericksburg, Va., battle of, 214-225. 
399; and political consequences, 
461. p 

Free Negroes, see under Negroes. See 
also black codes, emancipation, freed- 
men’s bureau, fugitive slaves, personal 
liberty laws. 

Free Soilers, 9*- 

Freedmen, as wartime problem, 3° 5- 
387; new codes of legislation for, 57*- 
Frecdmens Bureau, 576-577- 
Freedom of speech and of the press, 3°7- 
309. See also newspapers, particular 
titles (as Chicago Times). Vallan- 
digham. 

Freedom's Journal, 24-25. 

Freeman, Douglas, 219. quoted, 

215, 249, 402, 404, 4°5n- 
Freidel, Frank, quoted. 491. 

Fremont, John C-. and conquest of Cali- 
fornia, 83; candidate for President 
(1856), 102-ios; in Valley cam- 
paign, 112; and corruption in the 

West, 323; confiscation, emancipation, 

etc.. In Missouri, 37 U difficulties 
caused by his proclamation, 37«-37*; 
and Lincoln, 435-456; Jladical can- 
didate (1864). 467-468; withdraws 
as presidential candidate, 47 Si mfn ' 
tioned, 13°. , , 

Fugitive slave laws, 89; repeated. 3 7 in- 
fugitive slaves, rroblem analyzed, Sa- 
te; rescues in North, 120-123; prob- 
lem In Cisil War. 371-373. 383- 
386. 

Fuller. J. F. C.. quoted, 206. 

Fuller, Margaret, 19. 

Fullerton, Allen, British consul at Savan- 
nah, 5°b- 

Gabriel slave revolt, 6a. 

Gadsden purchase, influences project for 
transcontinental railway. 288. 
Caines* Mill. Va.. battle of. 116. 
Galbraith. John K-. quoted, 354- 
Galena. The. 444- 

Galveston, Tex.. It* fall the final act in 
rival war, 433- . ... 

Camble. Hamilton It., governor of Mi*- 
souri. 236, 5J 2. 

Carfield. James A., commands in minor 
battle in Kentucky, 202; on 11*7**- 
Tilden contest, 693: mentioned, 696. 
Garland. E* 6 « 6 "- 

Gamcr, J. W„ quoted. 614. 

Cartel John w” of Baltimore and Ohio 
lUilroad. 6jn-6ji. 
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Garrison, William Lloyd, 19; as aboli- 
tionist leader, 22; at Worcester, 108. 
Gates, Paul W., 98. 

Gaulden, W. B., slave trader, 128. 

Geary, John W., governor of Kansas, 99, 
114-115; on Sherman’s march, 432; 
military governor at Savannah, 516. 
Geneva Tribunal, 674-677; decision and 
award, 677. 

Georgia, slave distribution in, 66; seces- 
sion, 137-138, 139-141; conflict 
with Confederate government, 267— 
268; readmitted, 619, 621-622. 

Georgia, The, Confederate cruiser, 451. 
Georgia rs. Stanton, 646. 

Germans, immigration into North, 2; in 
Missouri, 234. 

Gettysburg address, 494 and n. 
Gettysburg, battle of, 401—405; effect of, 
on foreign affairs, 506. 

Ghent, Treaty of, 56. 

Giddings, Joshua R., 107. 

Gillem, A. C., military commander of 
Mississippi, 630. 

Gillmore, Quincy A., Union general, 
452 - 

Gilmer, John A,, of North Carolina, de- 
sired for Lincoln’s cabinet, x66. 
Gilmore, J. R., and peace movement, 
472 - 

Gist, William H., governor of South 
Carolina, T35. 

Gladstone, W. E., and Newcastle speech, 
363; mentioned, 672. 

Godkin, E. L., 659, 669, 678. 

Godwin, Parke, r6, 475. 

Gold, in relation to paper money, 348- 
350. See also greenbacks. 

Gold bill (June 17, 1864), 349. 

Gold Exchange, 348, 670. 

Goldsboro, N. C., battle of, 523. 
Goldsborough, L. M., Union naval offi- 
cer, seizes Roanoke Island, 444. 
Gooch, D. W., member of committee on 
conduct of the war, 281. 

Goodrich, Carter, quoted, 625. 

Gordon, Nathaniel P., slave trader, exe- 
cution of, 373, 

Gorgas, Josiah, Confederate chief of ord- 
nance, 252-253. 

Gortchakov, Prince, Russian foreign min- 
ister, 368. 

Gough, John B., temperance leader, 20. 
Gould, Jay, 541, 655, 66r. 

Grand Army of the Republic, 585. 
Grange, the, 542 and n, 663, 665. 
Granger, Gordon, Union general, at Mis- 
sionary Ridge, 4x6. 


Grant, U. S., capture of Forts Henry and 
Donelson, 202-204; Shiloh campaign, 
205; supreme Union command, 333 > 
4x4, 417; and exchange of prisoners, 

3 35-336; and Negro refugees, 385- 
386; western command, 406; Vicks- 
burg campaign, 409-412; removes 
McClcrnand, 4trn; in campaign of 
x864, 4x7-4x85 Battle of the Wilder- 
ness, 418; and Butler’s failure in 
1864, 423 and n; on Sherman’s 
march, 424, 426; mentioned as Presi- 
dential candidate, r864, 468 and n; 
on trade with enemy, 487; final of- 
fensive, 525; confers with Lincoln, 
525; at Appomattox, 526; report on 
postwar South, 563; as secretary of 
war ad interim, 603; candidate in 
1868, 637; elected President, 640; 
administration, 653—677; corruption 
during his administration, 655-657; 
election of T872, 659-660; and cur- 
rency problems, 667-670; foreign 
affairs under, 671-677; quoted, 680. 
Gray, Asa, 16. 

Gray, L. C., 75. 

Great Britain, attitude toward Civil War, 
356, 364-368, 498; and the Ala- 
bama, 365-366; neutrality law (for- 
eign enlistment act), 365; and treaty 
for suppression of slave trade, 372; 
and emancipation proclamation, 390; 
shortage of cotton in, 502, 503; and 
Northern wheat, 504 and n; and Ala- 
bama claims, 671—677. 

Great Eastern, The, cable-laying vessel, 
539 - 

Greeley, Horace, as journalist, 15; on 
slavery, X29; and industrial universi- 
ties, 290; and "prayer of twenty mil- 
lions,” 376 and n; on conscription, 
463; and peace movement, 470-471; 
on election of 1864, 473, 475; corre- 
spondence with Lincoln, 494; surety 
on bail bond of Jefferson Davis, 647; 
and Liberal Republican movement, 
658; candidate for President (1872), 
659-660; on reconciliation with 
South, 680; mentioned, 465. 
Greenbacks (United States notes), pro- 
posed, 346; relation to gold, 348; 
postwar problem, 666-667; and cur- 
rency bill of 1874 ("sound money”), 
668-670. 

Grider, Henry, of Kentucky, on recon- 
struction, 566. 

Grier, Robert C., member of Supreme 
Court in Drcd Scott case, rxo-rrr, 



Index 


847 


llj; and piracy cases, 449: resigna- 
tion, 66711; mentioned, 646. 

Grierson, B. H., Union general, South- 

Grimes, James W.» of Iowa, in Congress, 
277; on emancipation proclamation, 
390, on political situation (1862), 
456; on joint committee on recon- 
struction, 576; opinion on impeach- 
ment, 614; mentioned, 614. 

Grimke, Angelina (Mrs. Theodore D. 

Weld) and Sarah, *3. 

Groesbcck, William S., counsel at John- 
son's trial, 610. 

Grosvenor, Cyrus Pitt, writes to Ghase, 
Guenlias, bushwhackers, etc., 435» 5*7- 

Habeas corpus, suspension within Con- 
federacy. 269. 5 2, » problem in North. 
276, 300-301, 30S; Federal act of 
March 3. ‘863, 306; and politics, 
460, 463. 

Haldcman, W. N.. 231- 
Hale, Eugene, Congressman from Maine, 
680. 

Hall, A. Oakley, 316. 

s'—'- 

H, Sn. °< >«*• 

appointed general in<hief, 217. char 
actcr of. 333; «* chicf of stjfT * , , 86 1 ' 
131. 406; quoted, 433S menuoned, 
436. 

H,m’.»n°to,dv Conlcrenc. 

and emancipation, 397- 
Hancock, Harold, quoted, 233. 

”™ U WinEiM Emit. Union mil 
Go.iv.bom. 40,. 404-40W .“o- 
ocfji Jlcynoldi, 40*1 
' military tomm.nJor In 

Sh 5J»I mention od to 
£l „;m,n,.ion (.»».*» 6 »°- 

ll.VjooTwlb.m ).. ConMo.,10 lonoi.l. 
1 E tank ol A.l.nu, 4. VI ■> s-™- 

„,™n. , ”,n.4" *- M °" ' nJ 

H.,novr,ico.,to”onn>u". ^ 

llarfttl /..TV l ■ j. )n cln)| .,| cn 

snjs.! .9 s - in '*"'’ 

‘.Lm’ C 


promotes league with Confederacy, 

n.'iSvton.lmE, V,, 1 * *’• 

la n's Harrison's Landing letter, 2.6- 

Hart/ord, The. in battle of New Orleans, 
446; at Mobile, 4 S3* 

Hassler, Warren, 220. 

Kr'iiS'J.'Sn,ConMo..lo 

nor of Kentucky, 407- 

1! Z&S&s&iZr" 

clcclion, 6S6- 

oi 

' 277, opposes confiscation, 28J. 

ilSv toi. A., of Indian,, on 
"mn.iA.cdon. ,66. on foontonlh 

Slntotm. !»r. I"" 1 ' 

dential nomination C*868). 639. 

siee-prcsidcntial candidate (1876), 
686; quoted, 643- 

i!"£i“fc,| , l,d.66 7 ,„dn. 

I erndon. W.lham II., quoted. 172. J4J- 
Jlcsscttinc, William B, quoted, 3«J. 

Heth, , Hen^? I C«>''fed«atc general, in 
Gettysburg campaign, 4°«- 

itt. Abram S.. Democratic national 

; “chairman (18765,686; quoted, 698- 

: HicU? Thomas It., r>»crnor of Mary- 

land. attitude toward secession, 231: 
In 37th Congress. 278. 

HigRinson. Thomas Wentworth 23; at 
* Worcester, 108; abolitionist, ill, 

114; •* commander of Negro troops, 

1 393* 

High schools. 18. 

ji,U a. r.. Confederate general, at An- 
il tietam. all; and Gettysburg cam- 

i, raign, 401- . . 

Hill, Ecnjamin H . opposes seeesst-jn or 

., Georgia. 138. IJ9 
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Hill, D, H., Confederate general, at An- 
tletain, 221; arranges cartel, 334; at 
ChnltflnooRn, 415. 

Hirsh, Mark D., quoted, 686. 

Hitchcock, Ethan Allen, Union general, 
as "adviser" in war department, 
332 - 

Hoar, E. Rockwood, Grant's attorney 
general, 654; nominated to Supremo 
Court, 66711. 

Ilodder, F. II., no, ti 6. 

Holcombe, J. P., 471. 

Holden, William W., and peace move- 
ment in North Carolina, 266, 521- 
governor of North Carolina, 561’ 
'mentioned, 268. 

Holman, William S., 697. 

Holmes, Oliver Wendell, 13. 

Holt, Joseph, in Buchanan’s cabinet 
1 54 ! in Vnllandigham case, 304. 

Homestead legislation, 280-200. 

Hone, Philip, n, 27. 

Hood, J. II., Confederate general, at An- 
ticlam, 221; Atlanta campaign, 425— 
426; Tennessee campaign against 
I nomas, 426-427, 523. 

Hooker, Joseph, Union general, at Antic- 
tarn, 22r; commands Army of Poto- 
mac, 226; and estimates of desertion, 
33 <>i and Chancellorsville campaign 
399-.tois succeeded by Meade, 401; 
in Chattanooga campaign, 414 

Hooper, Samuel, favors hill for national 
hanks, 350. 

" C“), ?,f. A """' ”• O'" 1 " Ann 

Hopkins, Vincent C., 109 

Ilot/.e, Henry, and Confederate propn- 
gan la, 499, 507; mentioned, 489. 

Uousatnnic, Ihc, 439. H J 

House of Representatives, passes Wiimni 
Proviso, 83-84; in wa;L?e^76 ; rc . 

'Dec r «°''»ion 

ClJtt. 4 , 1861), 2 8o; and impeach- 
ment of Johnson, 605. See „/so C „ . 
p.rcss. V>UI1 

Houston, Sam, 82, 14 T 

Hovey, Alvin I\, Union' general, in Mill!- 
gan case, 305. 

Howard, J. M. senator from Michigan 
opposes l.dl for national banks X 

..nZKSfe'VV , 

« o«t 

on Sherman's march 1" 1 ol > 

Freed, nen's Bur“' 7 6 ° f 


Howe, S. G., 2r, 124. 

Hughes, John, Catholic archbishop, and 
mission to England, 489-490. 
Humanitarian enterprise, during Civil 
War, 488-489. 

Hundley, Daniel R., quoted, 38. 

Ilutilcy, The C( S., Confederate sub- 
marine, 439. 

Hunter, David, Union general, overruled 
regarding emancipation, 372; organ- 
izes Negro regiment, 391, 394; i„ 
Virginia campaigns, 435, 43 6. 

Hunter, R. M. T., on slavery, 48; hints 
at disunion (1850), 88; senatorial 
scat from Virginia vacated, 239; in 
Davis cabinet, 246; at Hampton Roads 
conference, 524, 

Huntington, Collis, railroad builder, 
539 , 541 . 

Hnrlbut, S. A., Union general, on cor- 
ruption, 487. 

Illi hn, i ;!:, I SlnVCry o i11 ’ 51 ; n,ul Payment of 

elurHm r nnd Congressional 

lo l of J862, 458-460; anti-labor 

ct 85 ' s “ 

Immigration, ante-bellum . „ , . 

p:,,;, ... ’ Btl| nm, i~2; during 

T mt , , nr ’ 483-484; post-war, 540. 
616-6^7' ' BC,1Cr<1 ' Pr'ieiplcs of, 

impeachment and trial of Andrew John- 
603, „ 0, -' 6,7: ^ ,rst movement fails, 

>03, House proceedings, 605; articles 

° ( ’ 6 T C,08] ,rinI Senate, 608- 
o» 4 , House managers, 610 and n; 
conclusions concerning, 614-617. 

^ ulc,!l > The, 457; opposes Lincoln, 

, TI,C > Confederate propagandist 
newspaper, 499. 

?! nvcry p ,n ’ 7 1 ’ nn< l Congrcssion- 
n election or 1862, 458. 

Indians, postwar policy toward, 540- 
54 1 • 

Industrial Congress, 662. 

Teague of Illinois, 290. 

tlh 5, c’ Nor,h ' 7 ! in ante- 

Nm-f] 01 ^> 0Ul 34~3 5 ; in postwar 

North, 538-539. 

nBation, in Civil War, 480-483. 

Insane, treatment of, 20-21. 

Internal revenue duties, 345. 
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Internationa! Industrial Assembly of 
North America, 48;. 

International relations, during Civil 
War, 355-3^9. 498-5>3; after the 
war, 671-677. See also France, Great 
Britain, Russia, etc. 

Intervention, considered by European 
statesmen, 363, 

Inventions, 7; postwar, 539—540. 

losva, relation to Kentucky, 228; pa- 
roled prisoners from, 334. 

Ironclads, 43911, 441, 442-444. 

Irving, Washington, 13. 

Island Number Ten, capture of, 206— 
207. 

luka, Miss., battle or, 409. 

Iverson, Alfred, of Georgia, 138. 

Jackson, Claiborne F., governor of Mis- 
souri, and Lincoln's call for militia, 
*97; promotes Southern cause, 234; 
heads pro-Confcdcratc state govern- 
ment for Missouri, 236, 55*. 

Jackson, Mich., mass meeting adopts 
name "Republican,’* 97. 

Jackson, T. J., ("Stonewall”), in western 
Virginia campaign of t86t, 196; at 
Cull Run, 199; Valley campaign, 
1862, 212, 220; at Cedar Mountain, 
arS; at Chancellortnlle, 400; death, 
400; mentioned, 356. 

“Jacobins." tee Radicals. 

James, Joseph B., quoted. 383. 

Japan, and United States, 650-651. 

Jaquess-Gilmore peace effort, 47a and n. 

Jayhawlcrs, 576. 

Jefferson, Thomas, 42, 46, 30, 54. 

Jefferson County [Vl,], XV. Va., 341. 

Jennison, Charles R., in skirmishes with 
Missouri, 235. 

“Jerry” rescue ease, tee under Jerry 
McHenry. 

Jewell, Marshall, postmaster general, 
680. 

Johnson, Andrew, quoted. 169; charac- 
ter, 278, 586-587; member of com- 
mittee on conduct of the war, 28 1; 
and ratification of thirteenth amend- 
ment. 396; and rice-presidency, 468- 
469. JS6-J87; as military governor 
TtrmtViM, ytb, 55V. bttendtd "ric- 
tira of assassination. 518, as Presi- 
dent. 558-65* youiw; early efforts 
at reconstruction, 558; message to 
Congress. Dee. 6, J86j, jj9; procla- 
mation, May 29. 1865, 560, 561; ap- 
points Holden provisional governor of 
North Carolina, 561; growing opposi- 


tion to, 570; vetoes freedmen’s bureau 
bill, 577-578, 580; Washington's 
Birthday incident, 578-579; vetoes 
civil rights bill, 579, 580; protests 
against fourteenth amendment, 584- 
585; and icadmission of Tennessee, 
585-586; and election of 1866, 589; 
“swing around the circle," 589; sup- 
ported by National Union convention, 
589-590; vetoes reconstruction bills, 
595-597; impeachment and trial, 
601-617; presidential nomination, 
1868, 639; vetoes District suffrage 
bill, 642; and Tenians, 649—650; and 
international affairs, 649-651; clos- 
ing days of administration, 651-651; 
and Alabama claims, 672; mentioned, 

Johnson, Edward, Confederate general, 
404. 

Johnson, Herschcl V., Georgia unionist. 
Democratic nominee for Vice-Presi- 
dent. 128; opposes secession of Ceor- 
gia, 138, 139, T40; comment on 
Davis cabinet, 247; on suspension of 
habeas corpus, 521; postwar attitude, 
546. 

Johnson, Rcvcrdy, and Peace Conven- 
tion. 151; and National Union con- 
vention, 789; opinion on impeach- 
ment, 614; mentioned for presidential 
nomination (1868), 639; and wom- 
en's suffrage, 641; and negotiations 
with England in Alabama claims, 
672. 

Johnson. R. W„ Union general, routed 
near Nashville, 407. 

Johnson, Samuel A., 98. 

Johnson's Island, 337. 

Johnston, Albert Sidney, Confederate 
general, western command, aol-104; 
death at Shiloh. ao6. 

Johnston, Alexander, quoted, jol. 

Johnston, Joseph T... Confederate gen- 
eral, In western Virginia campaign of 
1861, >96; at first Bull Run, 199, 
aot; wounded at Seven Pines, aia, 
213: quarrels with Jefferson Davis, 
27a; and Vicksburg campaign, 411; 
Ceorgia campaign of 1864. 424-415; 
sey^Ked by lUsod, 41 V. RtasUWl by 
Lee. 3*3: final campaign and sur- 
render, 328. 

Joint Committee on Reconstruction, see 
neon struct Jon. 

Jones. Catesby ap R., Confederate naval 
officer. In Monllor-Virflnla battle, 
443- 
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Jones, George, 15. 

Jones, J. B., quoted on lack of supplies, 
519. 

Jones, alleged Republic of (Jones Coun- 
ty, Miss.). 5^on. 

Joscphson, Matthew, on spoils system, 
679 - 

Journalism, see newspapers. 

Juarez, Benito P., Mexican leader, 510- 
511; 649. 

Julian, G. W., 97; in 37th Congress, 
296; member of committee on con- 
duct of the war, 281; and Wadc- 
Davis bill, 552; regards Lincoln's 
death as fortunate, 568; and impeach- 
ment, 607; and Liberal Republicans, 
658; change of attitude toward South, 
680. 

"Kanawha,” suggested name for West 
Virginia, 240. 

Kansas, settlement and organization of, 
97, 114-117; relations with Missouri 
during the war, 235. 

Kansas-Nebraska Act, 93-96. 

Kean, Robert Garlick Hill, head of Con- 
federate bureau of war, quoted on 
prices, 263. 

Kearsarge, The, battle with Alabama, 
451 - 

Keitt, Lawrence M., 107. 

Kelley, W. \V., in 37th Congress, 276. 
Kellogg, William, 149. 

Kellogg, William P., candidate for gov- 
ernor in Louisiana, 691—692. 
Kclly-Bcsscmer process (of steel blast- 
ing), 538. 

Kemble, Fanny, 16. 

Kendall, George W., 15. 

Kenesaw Mountain, Ga., battle of, 425. 
Kennedy, John, N. Y. Police Supl., 316. 
Kenner, Duncan F., mission to England, 

5 1 3- 

Kent, James, 27. 

Kentucky, denial of vote to aliens, 2; 
free Negroes in, 60; early military 
operations in, 201-204; relation to 
secession, neutrality, adherence to 
Union, etc., 197, 227-231; enlist- 
ments from, 201—202; represented in 
Union and Confederate cabinets, 246; 
invaded by Bragg, 407; Federal mili- 
tary control of election of 1862, 
459 . 

Kemstown, Va., battle of, 212. 

Kettcll, Thomas P., 79. 

Key, David M., postmaster general, 700, 
Key, John J., dismissed from army, 223. 


Kilpatrick, Judson, Union general, on 
Sherman’s march, 432 - 
King, Charles, 491 • 

Kirby Smith, Edmund, Confederate gen- 
eral, at first Bull Run, 199; western 
command, 406-407; surrender, 453 . 
529 - 

Klingberg, Frank W., quoted, 144. 

Knights of Labor, 662. 

“Knigbts of the Golden Circle,” 299. 
Knownothing party, see American party. 
Koerner, Gustave, 658. 

Korea, 651 and n. 

Krooss, Herman E., quoted, 340. 

Ku Klux Klan, prosecutions used for par- 
ty purposes, 659; activities of, 682- 
683; suppression of, 683-684. 

Labor, in Civil War, 483; during depres- 
sion of i87o’s, 662. 

Labor party, 659. 

Laird rams, 366-367, 510. 

Lamar, L. Q. C., quoted, 277; endorses 
Revels for Garfield’s cabinet, 623. 
Lane, James Henry, free-state leader in 
Kansas, 100; senator from Kansas, 
114; skirmishes with Missouri, 235; 
and Negro troops, 392. 

Lane, Joseph, nominated for Vice-Presi- 
dent (i860), 129. 

Larkin, Thomas O., 83. 

"LaSalle Black Laws,” 485. 

Lawrence, A. A., 98, 99. 

Lawrence, William, representative from 
Ohio, and impeachment of Johnson, 
605. 

Lawrence, Kans., 235. 

Lawton, Alexander R., Confederate 
quartermaster, 254. 

Lecompton constitution (of Kansas), 
1 1 5-1 17. 

LeContc, Joseph, 16. 

Lecture movement, 16-17. 

Lee, "Light Horse Harry,” 213. 

Lee, Mary Custis (Mrs. Robert E. Lee), 
requests Arlington relies, 652. 

Lee, Robert E., 50; and John Brown 
raid, 125, 214; career and character, 
213-216; in "Seven Days,” 216; in 
second battle of Manassas, 218-219; 
and Antictam campaign, 219-224; 
after Fredericksburg, 399; in Chancel- 
lorsville campaign, 399-401; Gettys- 
burg campaign, 401-405; in Battle 
of Wilderness, 418; at Petersburg, 
421; suggested as dictator, 522; final 
campaign, 525; at Appomattox, 526- 
527; mentioned, 191, 272, 356, 363. 
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Let, Stephen D., and Sumter crisis, 176. 

Legal Tender Cases, 666-667 and n. 

Letcher, John, governor of Virginia, ac- 
tion on secession, 180-181. 

Lewis, Comewall, and answer to Glad- 
stone, 364. 

Libby prison, 337- 

Liberal Republican movement of 1871, 

658. 

Liberator, abolition paper, 21. 

Liberia, 55. 

Libraries, 17. 

Lieber, Francis, 491. 

Lincoln, Abraham, break with abolition- 
ists, 23-24: career and personality, 
117-120; nomination In i860, 130; 
Cooper Union speech, 130-131; 
elected President, t86o, 133-134; at- 
titude toward compromise, 149—151; 
arrival at Washington, 263-164; first 
inauguration, 164-16$; cabinet, 165- 
166; Republicanism analyzed, 167- 
168; and Sumter crisis, 169; effect of 
his policy on upper South, i8a, 183, 
188-189; reviews troops, 209-210; 
"General War Order No. I," 210; and 
McClellan, 116-217; reinstates Mc- 
Clellan, 219; impatience with Mc- 
Clellan, 224; criticized after Fred- 
ericksburg. ia$; appoints Hooker, 
216; and Kentucky neutrality, 230; 
executive acts, 275; first message to 
Congress, 278-279; acts regularized 
by Congress, 279; and confiscation, 
28$; signs homestead bill, 289; tigns 
land-grant-coilcge bill, 291; and proc- 
lamation of insurrection, 293-29$; 
and presidential powers, 293-297; 
suspends writ of habeas corpus, 300- 
301, jo$; as "dictator," 307-309; 
appoints Cameron as secretary of war, 
320; and army administration, 331; 
appoints Charles Francis Adams min- 
ister to England, 338; softens Sew- 
ard's "bold mnonstrance," 339; sug- 
gests arbitration In Trent affair, 362; 
disclaims Intention of interfering with 
slavery In South, 370; overrules Fr<- 
mont and Hunter (regarding emanci- 
pation), 371-37*; and compensated 
rmantVpaVtan. 374-376-. rsfesewtv Vo 
"the Fore's bull against the eonirt," 
376; answers Greeley regarding slav- 
ery and the Union, 376; emancipation 
proclamation, 379; and Negro troops, 
391; places Crant in command ef 
Union armies. 417; doubts at to 
Sherman's match, 4 16; on the defense 


of Washington, 436; and dissension 
within Republican party, 4$$-4$8; 
and congressional election of 1862, 
458; repudiated in Illinois in 1862, 
439; and cabinet crisis of 1862, 461- 
463; opposition to Chase in 1864, 
464-466; and Francis P. Blair, Jr., 
463; vetoes Wade-Davis bill, 469; and 
peace movement, 470-472; secret Re- 
publican effort to displace him, 473; 
fears Republican defeat, 474-473; re- 
election of, 476-477; views compared 
to McClellan's, 477; publicity and re- 
lation to morale, 494; and Hampton 
Roads conference, 324-323; confers 
with Grant and Sherman, 523; at 
Richmond, 327; second inauguration, 
527; final cabinet meeting, 327; ideas 
on reconstruction, 332-338; pardon 
and reconstruction proclamation, Dec. 
8, 1863, 360-361; assassinated, $27- 
328. 

Lincoln-Douglas debates, 118-110. 

Lincotn, Robert Todd, 341, 

Linden, Fabian, 40. 

Lisovskii, Russian admiral, and visit of 
Russian Beet, 368. 

Literature, ante-bellum, 13-15. 

Livermore, T. L., quoted, 191, 3*9-JJo. 

Logan, John A., early war attitude, 179; 
in 37th Congress, 276; commands 
Army of Tennessee, 42 3n; to super- 
aede Thomas, 323; and impeachment, 
607, 611; as Radical politician, 633, 
670. 

Logan, Stephen T., at Peace Convention, 
131. 

London Spectator, on emancipation proc- 
lamation, 381. 

London Times, 356. 

Longfellow, Henry Wadsworth, 13. 

Longstteet. James, Confederate general, 
at Williamiburg, 2ti; at Fredericks- 
burg. 224; enterprise against Suffolk. 
399 and n; at Gettysburg, 401, 402, 
404; at Chfckamauga, 413-414; criti- 
cism of Bragg. 41 5; at Knoxville. 413. 

Lonn, Ella, quoted, 316, 517. 

Lookout Mountain Missionary Ridge, 
battle of, 415-416. 

UuIsUm, shst dWrtteioti tos, €7, w- 
evtsion of. 14 1 : portions of. omitted 
from emancipation proclamation, 
380; postwar conditions in, 545; Lin- 
coln's plan of reconstruction for, $$ j- 
334; Lincoln's comments on recon- 
struction In. 3j 6; readmitted. 61*: 
and "Unification Movement," 619; 
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Louisiana C cont .) 

and disputed election of 1876, 688- 
689, 691-693. 7°o. 

Louisiana, The, and battle of New Or- 
leans, 446. 

Louisville (Ky.) Courier, 508. 

Lovejoy, Elijah P ., 23. 

Lovejoy, Owen, 276. 

Lovell, Mansfield, Confederate general, 
at New Orleans, 445. 

Lowell, James Russell, 13, 456 — 457 . 
567. 

Loyal Publication Society, 491. 

Ludlow, W. H., 335- 
Lyon, Nathaniel, Union general, leader 
in Missouri, 197 , 234; death, 235. 
Lyons, Lord, and the Trent affair, 362; 
and British consuls in the South, 
506. 

Macon (Ga.) Journal and Messenger, 
564. 

Madison, James, 46. 

Madrid Bend, 206. 

Magoffin, Bcriah, governor of Kentucky, 
and Lincoln’s call for militia, 197, 
229; and Kentucky policy in 1861, 
228-229. 

Mahone, William, Confederate general, 
at Petersburg, 4240; and Southside 
Railroad, 630-631. 

Maine, temperance movement in, 20; 
admitted as free state, 940; and con- 
gressional election of 1862, 459. 
Malin, James C., 101. 


Marshall, Humphrey, Confederate gen- 
eral, in minor battle in Kentucky, 
202; in Kentucky, 406. 

Marshall, John, 46. 

Marshall, John A., author of American 
Bastille, 3o6n. 

Martial law, in the Confederacy, 269— 
270; in American experience, 298; as 
interpreted by B. F. Butler, 516; con- 
tinued after the war, 562. 

Maryland, free Negroes in, 60; position 
in Civil War, 197, 231-233; invaded 
by Lee, 220; emancipation in, 395. 

Mason, George, 50. 

Mason, James Murray, reads Calhoun’s 
speech, 86; senatorial seat vacated, 
239; opposes Federal grants for uni- 
versities, 291; and T rent affair, 360— 
362; on English neutrality, 507; end 
of mission in England, 507, 513; and 
Napoleon III, 508; interview with 
Palmerston on abolition, 513. 

Mason, John Y., 91, 102, 

Massachusetts, education in, 17, 24; and 
congressional election of 1862, 459. 
See also John A. Andrew. 

Massey, Mary Elizabeth, on shortages in 
the South, 5x8-519. 

Maurice, Sir Frederick, quoted, 223, 
404. 

Maury, Matthew Fontaine, 16, 547. 

Maximilian, Emperor of Mexico, 51 1, 
512, 649. 

May, Samuel J., at Worcester, 108; as 
abolitionist, 121. 


Mallory, S. R., of Florida, in Davis's 
cabinet, 246; on Davis, 270; as secre- 
tary of the navy, 438-439 and 4390. 
Malvern Hill, Va., battle of, 216. 
Manassas, The, in battle of New Or- 
leans, 446. 

Mann, A. Dudley, Confederate diplomat, 
and foreign mission, 357; on Euro- 
pean neutrality, 507; and French alli- 
ance, 5 1 2-5 1 3. 

Mann, Horace, 17, 23. 

Mansfield, J. K. F., Union general, at 
Antictam, 221. 

Manufactures, ante-bellum, 7; in the 
South, 34 — 35 ; in the Confederacy, 
252—253; postwar, 548. See also tar- 
iff. 

Manumission, see emancipation. 

Marcy, William L., secretary of state un- 
der Pierce, 92. 

Marine, merchant, in the fifties, 9-1 1; 

decline of during Civil War, 504. 
Marks, Isaac M., 629. 


McAllister, Ward, 540. 

McCardlc, Ex parte, 645. 

McClellan, George Brinton, Union gen- 
eral, western Virginia campaign of 
1861, 196-197; succeeds Scot t as 
general-in-chief, 200, 332; charac- 
terized, 208-209; Virginia campaign 
of 1862, 208—216; reduced to in- 
ferior command, 217; second Bull 
Run, 218; reappointed to command, 
219; Antietam campaign, 220—221; 
alleged "disloyalty," 223; army serv- 
ice terminated, 224; "McClellan gen- 
erals” contrasted with "Lincoln gen- 
erals,” 332; nominated for presidency, 
474 ; views compared with Lincoln’s, 
477 — 479 '. and railroad interests, 541; 
mentioned for presidency C1868), 
639; mentioned, 191, 363, 640. 

McClernand, John A., Union general, at 
Donelson, 203; in 37th Congress, 
276; mentioned, 640. 

McClure, A. K., 658. 



McCormick, Cyrus Hall, reaper, 3, 6, 
481, 482-483. 

McCormick, William, 482-483. 

McDonald, John, and Whiskey Ring, 
657; supervisor of internal revenue, 
658. 

McDonald, Joseph E., gubernatorial can- 
didate in Indiana, 299. 

McDowell, battle of, 212. 

McDowell, Irvin, Union general, at first 
Bull Bun, 197s and peninsular cam- 
paign, 210-212; mentioned, 33*- 

McDuffie, George, and tariff, 286. 

McHimy, John, and Louisiana politics, 
691. 

McGregor, J. C., quoted, 239, 240. 

McHenry, Jerry, fugitive slave, 121. 

Mellvaine, Charles P., Episcopal bishop, 
and mission to England, 489-490. 

McKay, Donald, builder of clipper ships, 
11. 

McKitrick, Eric L., quoted. 585. 

McLasvs, Lafayette, Confederate general, 
at Harpers Terry, 22o; at Anlictatn, 
221 , 

McLean, John, 103; dissenting opinion 
in Drcd Scott decision, no, 113; 
presidential aspirant, 130. 

McPherson, Edward, clerk of House of 
Representatives, 575- 

McPherson, J. B , Union general, death 
of, 42jn. 

Meade, Ccorge G., Union generat, in 
battle of Gettysburg, 401-4 oy; post- 
war military commander in the South, 
598, (ti; mentioned, 640, 650. 

Meade, R. K., 85. 

Mechanicsville, Va., battle of, 216. 

Mediation, proposed by Lord Russell, 
38}; proposed by Trance, 509. 

Medill, Joseph, ij. 

Meigs, Montgomery C., Union general, 
as quartermaster general, 487. 

Melvin, Philip, quoted, 439. 

Mcnunintrr, C. C., of South Carolina, 
In Davis cabinet. 146; problems as 
Confederate secretary ot I be treasury, 
256, 260; resignation, 261. 

Memphis, Tenn.. population of, a; cap- 
tured, 409; riots In, 58S. 

Menrely, A. If., quoted, J 20. 

Mercier. Henri. Trench minister at 
Washington, J09. 

Mertiwrac, The, see Virginia. 

Merryman. Ex r«rte. los-j»2, 3020. 

Methodists. ai abolitionist*. 21-16. 

Mexican War. relation to westward 
movement and to slavery problem. 8j. 
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Mexico, French intervention la, 508, 

510-513, 649. 

Meyer, John R., 74. 

Michigan, and congressional election of 
1862, 4 jp. 

Military operations, see battles and cam- 
paigns. 

Militia, 3*1-313- See also army, con- 
scription, etc. 

Milledgcville, Ga., entered by Sherman, 
427-428. 

Milligan, Ex parte, 304-305, 643. 

Milroy, Robert H., Union general, 212. 

Minnesota, population of, 1 ; immlgra- 

Mlnnesota, The, in Hampton Roads bat- 
tle, 443, 

Missionary Ridge, see Lookout Mountain. 

Mississippi, free Negroes in, 62; slave 
distribution, 66-67: secession, 138; 
opposition to Confederacy, 520 and 
n; and thirteenth amendment, 571; 
readmitted, 619-62 o; and reputed 
debt of Radical regime, 625. 

“Afississippi plan” (Southern anti-carpet- 
bag effort), 684-685. 

Mississippi vs. Johnson, 6 46. 

Missouri, stave distribution in, 67, in- 
fluence on Kansas, 97: part In Civil 
War, 197, 234-236: relations with 
Kansas during the war, 235, martial 
Jaw in, 236; emancipation in. 39J; 
Radical delegation to 1864 conven- 
tion, 468; Liberal Republican mose- 
ment in. 6$8. 

Missouri Compromise, 94 and n; repeal 
of, 95. 

Missouri Democrat, 390, 457. 

Mitchell, Stewart, quoted on New York 
riots, 317. 

Mitchell, Wesley C.. quoted, 342, 333, 

Mobile, Ala., as port for blockade run- 
ners, 439: capture of, 4J31 food riots 
in. 518. 

“Molly Maguires," The, 662. 

Monitor, The. battle with Virginia (Afer» 
tlwaf), 44 ]: subsequent fate, 444- 

Monocacy, Md , battle of, 436. 

Monroe Dortrier, and French Interven- 
tion in Mexico, 511-513. 

Montgomery, Ala., Confederate conven- 
tion In. 136-160. 243, conference 
concerning Sumter, 24S-I49. 

Moore, A. B-, governor ef Alabama, 
quoted. 231; and states rights. j6S. 

Moore, George. British consul at Rich- 
mond. 306-507. 

Morgan, Fort (at Mobile), seised. 170. 
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Morgan, John Hunt, Confederate cavalry 
general, raid of July 1862, 406; 
"Ohio raid,” 1863, 4i2n. 

Mormons, 83. 

Morrill, Justin S., and tariff of 1861, 
287, 357; and land-grant-college bill, 
290. 

Morrill, Lot M., at Peace Convention, 

1 51; letter to Sumner, 57 °; secretary 
of the treasury, 654. 

Morris, Richard B., 76 - 
Morse, S. F. B., and Atlantic cable, 539. 
Morton, Oliver P., governor of Indiana, 
difficulties with legislature, 299; ap- 
plies draft of 1862, 313; as military 
administrator, 320, 321; as Radical, 
568, 633; mentioned, 670, 686. 

Mosby, John S., Confederate cavalry 
leader, activities of, 435, 5 J 7 - 
Moses, Franklin J., Jr., scalawag gov- 
ernor of South Carolina, 689. 

Motley, J. L., minister to Great Britain, 
377 . 672- 
Mott, Lucretia, 19. 

Mower, J. A., Union general, on Sher- 
man's march, 432. 

Mumford, executed by Butler’s com- 
mand, 335, 515- 
Munitions, see army. 

Munn vs. Illinois, 663. 

Murfreesboro, Tenn., 406; battle of, 
409. 

Myers, Abraham C., Confederate quar- 
termaster, 253. 

Myers postmaster case, and President's 
power of removal, 617 and n. 

Napoleon III, and the American ques- 
tion, 355; and the Confederacy, 498, 
508-510; and Mexico, 649. 

Nashville convention of T850, 89. 
Nashville, Tenn., evacuated by Con- 
federates, 204; siege and battle of, 
5 2 3 - 

Nast, Thomas, cartoonist, 655. 

Nation, The, quoted, 678. 

National Anti-Monopoly Cheap Freight 
Railway League, 665. 

National banking system, proposed by 
Chase, 350; bill of June 3, 1864, 
35 o— 3 5 1 : operation of, 351—353; as 
cause of depression, 661. 

National banknotes, 351, 670. See also 
finance, greenbacks. 

National Labor Reform Convention 
(1872), nominates David Davis for 
President, 659. 

National Labor Union, 662. 


National Union convention (1866), 
meets at Philadelphia, 589-590. 

Nativism, 2—3, ro2. See also American 
party. 

Navies and naval operations, 438-453. 

Nebraska, as territory, by Kansas-Ne- 
braska Act, 96, 97; admitted to Un- 
ion, 608, 642. 

Negro citizenship, see Dred Scott case. 

Negro colleges, 24. 

Negro suffrage, favored by Stevens, 569, 
580-58 r; and fourteenth amendment, 
583—584; and bill of Mar. 2, 1867, 
595. 597! relation to election of 
1868, 641; and fifteenth amendment, 
642-643. 

Negroes, treatment in North, 24; intro- 
duced into Virginia, 57; free Negroes 
in South, 59-62; on plantations, 69— 
71; killed in New York City in draft 
riots, 317; difficulty in exchanging as 
prisoners, 335; effect of emancipation 
proclamation, 385; as Federal troops, 
391; and labor disturbances, 485; 
postwar status on farms, 549-551; 
Southern codes for, 571—574; and 
civil rights, 573-574; freedmen’s 
bureau, 576; as office holders, 622- 
623; myth of Negro majority in post- 
war South, 626; and carpetbag elec- 
tions, 681—682. See also abolition, 
Dred Scott case, slavery, slave trade. 
Nell, William C., 24. 

Nelson, Samuel, member of Supreme 
Court, opinion in Dred Scott case, 
no; and Sumter "negotiations,” 173. 
Neutrality, declared by Great Britain, 
358. See also Alabama claims, Con- 
federacy, foreign affairs. 

Nevada, admitted to Union, 476. 
Ncvins, Allan, 70, 75, no, 143, 323. 
New England, influence and control in 
Congress, 276—277; receives excessive 
share of national banknote circula- 
tion, 352. 

New England Emigrant Aid Co., 98. 
New Hampshire, and congressional elec- 
tion of 1862, 459. 

New Hope Church, Ga., battle of, 425. 
New Jersey, bounties in, 329; and con- 
gressional election of 1862, 458. 

New Madrid, Mo., operations at, 206— 
207; and pro-Confederate movement 
in Missouri, 236. 

New Market, Va., battle of, 435. 

New Mexico, territory organized, 88-89. 
New Orleans, La., description of, 33, 
capture, 445; Butler’s occupation, 



Index 


855 


446, 514-5x5; and cotton swindles, 
486; riots of t866, 587* 

New Orleans Crescent, 308. 

Newspapers, ante-bellum, 14-15! dur- 
ing wartime in North, 307-308, 
494-497J attitude toward Lincoln. 
457. 495! freedom of expression, 
496—497. . , 

Newton, Isaac, commissioner ot bureau 
of agriculture, 482. 

New York, state of, bounties in, 3*9; 

wartime politics in, 458. 

New York City, foreign-born in, a; dralt 
riots, 316-317: amusements in. 4»o: 
graft in, 655. 

New York Daily News, 495- 
New York Evening Post, 14. 457; op- 
poses Lincoln, 473- 
New York Herald, 14, 495- 
New York Journal of Commerce, sus- 
pension of, 307; criticism of Lincoln, 
3,6, 495; and bogus proclamation, 

Netr York Times, mentioned, 15; quoted, 
373, 658; on emancipation procla- 
mation, 388; attitude toward Lincoln, 
457; on election of 1862, 460-461; 
and disputed Hayes-Tildcn election 
(1876). 687 and n. 

New York Tribune, orposes Lincoln, 
475! in election of 1866, 'lo- 
tion of 187*. 658; mentioned .15. 
290, 457. 47*. 594. ««*. 6 ”. 

New York World, suspension of, 3°7: 
attacks Lincoln, 316, 495! cn *" , *"**J 
pation proclamation, 380-381. and 
bogus proclamation, 467. 

Nichols, Roy T., 96. ill* 

Nicolay, J. C., at Baltimore convention, 

Norfolk, Vi., capture by Federal*. *l«. 
North, The, growing rrrw.r unity In. 
106-107; wartime strengths and ad- 
vantages of, i 9 o-l9j; «T™rathirert 
to Fna! and, 3*6; wartime economic 
conditions in, 480; labor cond.tion. 
during war. 483-486; wartime cor- 
ru prion, 486-487; 

489-491; pos«w*i attitude toward 

NcJrth'caroRn*. secession of. *86—187: 
^Oict with Confederate government. 
X *68: reace agitation In. 5*0: re- 
pudiates act of secession. 57«; read- 

snisiary general. 2J4* *7»* 


Nott, Josiah C-, 48- 
Numbers and losses, 529-53*. 

Obcrholtzer, E. P-, quoted, 642. 
Oberbn-Wellington fugitive-slave rescue, 

Odell! Moses, member of committee on 
conduct of the war, 28 1. 

Odum, Howard \V., 45- 
Ogden, William B„ 6. 

Ohio, and Congressional election ol 
1862, 458. , „ 

"Ohio idea," in Democratic platform 
(1868), 638. 

Olmsted, Frederick Law, 30, 73, 77: 
and U. S. Sanitary Commission, 
488. 

Opdyke, George, 275. 35°- 
Ord, Edward O. C-, Union general, post- 
war military commander, 598. 

Order of American Knights, 299. 3°4- 
Oregon, treaty. 83; and disputed elec- 
tion of 1876, 688-689. 

Oreto. The, sec Florida. 

Ort, James L-. governor of South Caro- 
lina, and National Union convention, 

589- „ 

Ostend "manifesto. 9*“9*. 

Ostcrweis, Rollin G-, 46. 

Ould, Robert. 335- 
Oscrsccrs. 69-70. 

Oviatt, G. A., quoted. 460. 

Owen, Richard D.. treatment of prison- 
ers 338. 

Owen, Robert Dale, state military agent 
for Indiana, 3* 1 - 

Owslcy, Frank L-, quoted. 31. 4®. 43. 
on "pincy-wood folk. 37": on Co " 

Is King, JOO, on blockade, 5°*: on 
cotton shortage, 5041- 

Padueah, Ky., occupied by Grant, *3«- 
Palmerston, Lord, and the American 
question, 355. 361-36*. 36J. 364, 
on the blockade. 498. 5°4-5°5. in- 
terview with Mason (Mar. 14. 1863;, 

Panics and depressions: of l857. 

107; of 1860-61,480-481; of 187J. 
66j. 

Tarer money. In Confederacy, 2 39 -*6* ~. 
in North, 346-350- St* also green- 
backs. . 

Pardon, proclamations of. 560-361, 
584. 

Parker, Joel. 659. 

Parker, Thetxlore. J J. til. 1*4- 
Parole, HI prisoners. 
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Parsons, L. E., provisional governor of 
Alabama, 562. 

Patrick, Rembert W., quoted, 259«. 262, 
27t. 273- 

Patrons of Husbandry, see Grange. 

Patterson, Robert, Union general, at 
Harpers Ferry, 196; at first Bull Run, 
199- 

Paullin, C. O., quoted, 440. 

Peace Convention of 1861, 151. 

Peace movement, in 1864, 470-475. See 
also Hampton Roads conference. 

Peace plank, in Democratic platform of 
1864, 474, 478. 

Peace Society, 266. 

Peach Tree Creek, Ga., battle of, 425. 
Pearce, James A., of Maryland, in 37th 
Congress, 278. 

Pea Ridge, Ark., battle of, 235. 

Pearson, H. G., quoted, 464. 

Pemberton, John C., Confederate gen- 
eral, befriended by Davis, 271-, sur- 
render at Vicksburg, 41 0-41 2. 
Pendleton, George IL, in 37th Congress, 
276; nominated for Vice-President, 
474; "Ohio idea,” 638; contender for 
presidential nomination (1868), 

639- 

Pendleton, W. H., Confederate general, 
and supply of horses, 253. 

Peninsular campaign, 210. 

Pennsylvania, resistance to conscription, 
315; wartime politics, 458. See also 
Buchanan, Cameron, Gettysburg. 

Perry, B. F., and National Union con- 
vention, 589. 

Pcrryville, ICy., battle of, 407. 

Personal liberty laws, discussed by Bu- 
chanan, 144; blamed on Republicans, 
166, 167. Sec also Ablcman vs. Booth, 
Prigg ease. 

Petersburg, Va., operations at, 421, 423— 
424, 437; evacuation of, 525. 

Petrel, The, Confederate privateer, 449. 
Pettigrew, James J., at Gettysburg, 405. 
Pettigru, J. L., 84. 

Phelps, Dodge and Co., 679. 

Phelps, John IV., Union general, and 
Negro troops, 391, 394. 

Philadelphia Evening Journal, 308. 
Philadelphia Inquirer, an "administra- 
tion journal,” 457. 

Philippi, battle of, 196. 

Phillips, Ulrich B„ 44, 50, 53, 57. 
Phillips, Wendell, abolitionist, 23, 121; 
and Negro education, 24; on John 
Brown, 125; on emancipation proc- 
lamation, 388; and Radical conven- 


tion (1864), 467! as orator, 490; on 
Supreme Court, 643. 

Philosophy, American trends in, 15-16. 
Phoenix Society, 649. 

Pickens, Fort (at Pensacola), truce, 161; 

relation to Sumter question, 173- 
Pickens, Francis W., governor of South 
Carolina, and Sumter expedition, I74'» 
and difficulties with Confederate gov- 
ernment concerning Sumter, 248. 
Pickett, George E., Confederate general 
at Gettysburg, 404-405. 

Pierce, Franklin, as Northern ally of 
slaveholders, 24; character, 90-91; 
rejected in 1856, 102; Kansas policy, 

114-11 . TT . 
Pierpoint [Pierpont], Francis H., Union- 
ist leader in Virginia, 240, 241, 555, 
560, 620. 

Pierrepont, Edwards, on commission to 
examine political prisoners, 301. 
Pierson, W. W., quoted, 282. 

Pillow, Gideon J., Confederate general, 
at Donclson, 203-204; and river war 
of 1862, 206. 

Pinchback, Pinckney Benton Stewart, 
acting governor of Louisiana, 623m 
Piracy, in relation to Confederacy, 448- 
449. 

Plantations, 39-41, 69-71; postwar, 
549- 

Platte County, organized as territory, 93. 
Poe, Edgar Allan, 13. 

Poetry, in wartime, 491—492. 

Poinsett, Joel R., 84. 

Point Lookout, 337. 

Polk, James IC., 83. 

Polk, Leonidas, Southern bishop and gen- 
eral, in river war of 1862, 206; at 
Pcrryville, 407; at Chattanooga, 415. 
Pollard, E. A., quoted, 338; on emanci- 
pation proclamation, 388; on Burn- 
side and Fredericksburg, 399; on elec- 
tion of 1864, 477-478. 

Pomeroy, S. C., and Chase boom, 465. 
Pomeroy circular, 465 and n. 

Pope, John, Union general, western cam- 
paign of 1862, 206-207; appointed 
to high command, 217-218; at sec- 
ond Manassas, 218-219; postwar mil- 
itary commander, 598; mentioned, 
363, 406. 

Popov, Russian admiral, visit to United 
States, 368. 

Popular sovereignty, policy of Douglas, 
92. See also Kansas-Nebraska Act. 
Population, of ante-bellum United States, 
1; rural vs. urban, 3. 
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Porter, David D., Union admiral, and 
Vicksburg campaign, 409-41 1 ; battle 
of New Orleans, 445; and Red River 
expedition, 452-453; and Fort Fisher, 
455- 

Port Hudson, 335. 

Port Republic, Va., battle of, 212. 

Postal service, prohibited between North 
and South, 49;. 

Pottawatomie massacre (Kansas), 100- 
XOZ. 

Potter, David M., quoted, 168. 

Powell, L. W., of Kentucky, on recon- 
struction, 566. 

Powhatan, The, United States warship, 
intended for Sumter, 1740. 

Prentice, George D., 15. 

Preston, William, envoy to Maximilian, 

yta. 

Preston, William Ballard, on Virginia 
committee to visit Lincoln, 182. 

Price, Sterling, Confederate general, 
joins secessionists, 234-235, 23$n; 
operations in Tennessee, 406-409. 

Price index during Civil War, 48a. 

Prices, under Confederacy, 261-263. 

Prigg case, i22n. 

Prince Consort, The, and Trent affair, 
362. 

Pringle, Cyrus, conscientious objector, 
3*9- 

Prisoners, in Civil War, 333-539'. agree- 
ment for release of, 334; exchange of, 
33 5-336; treatment of, 336-339. Tor 
political prisoners see habeas corpus, 
martial law. 

Privateers, treatment of, 334. 448-449: 
use of, by Confederacy, 446-448; by 
North, 448. 

Frire Cases, 295-296. 

Profiteering, 4 81, 486-487, 5*8— 

Propaganda, of Union, during Civil War, 
489-492; and newspapers, 494-497, 
of Confederacy. 499- Set also Hotzc, 
newspapers. Union League. 

Protection, see tariff. 

Provisional governorr, during reconstruc- 
tion, 57«- , , 

Pugh, George of Ohio, opposes land- 
grant colleges. 29 ». 

PulasU. Fort (at Savannah), seized. 140, 
170, 444— 443. 

Qwler Otr. The, onauihorlird North- 
ern privateer. 448. 

Qualtts, as abolitionists. 25; cppotUica 

SO war and conscription. 3 *8-1 > 9 - 


Quant rill, William C., and attack on 
Lawrence, Kans., 235. 

Quincy (111.) Whig, quoted, 389-390. 

Quitman, John A., 90. 

Radicals, characterization of the type, 
107-108; and committee on conduct 
of the war, 181 ; and confiscation, 
284-285; scire reins of Republican 
party, 454; Lincoln-Chase-Blair inci- 
dent, 464-466; oppose Lincoln's plan 
of reconstruction, 535. 568; snuggle 
with Johnson, 578; fourteenth amend- 
ment, 582, 585; campaign against 
Johnson, 590-591; victorious in elec- 
tion of 2866, 592; manipulate scats in 
Congress, 592—593; nature of their 
two-thirds majority, 594; use pressure 
to impeach Johnson, 608, fir 3; course 
of their reconstruction scheme, 618- 
63*; and Supreme Court, 643-646; 
failure and collapse of their recon- 
struction scheme, 678-700. 

flaedcr, Munch, 27. 

Railroads, ante-bellum, 9; expansion 
urged by Douglas, 94-95; under Con- 
federacy, 235; transcontinental, 288- 
289; destruction by Sherman, 429, 
546; postwar building by North, 541- 
542; by South, 547-548, 626, 630- 
632; as factor in depression, 661. 

Rainbow, The, clipper, 10. 

Rains, George W., and powder mill at 
Augusta, Ga., 253. 

Raleigh, N. C., occupied by Sherman, 
52 S. 

Ramsdcll, Charles W., quoted, 75, 174. 

Randall, Alexander W., and National 
Union convention, 389; becomes post- 
master general, 603. 

Randolph, Ceorgr W., on Virginia com- 
mittee to visit Lincoln, i8»; Confed- 
erate secretary of war, 246. 

Randolph, John, emancipates his slavey, 
59. 

Rathbun vs. U. S., 6170. 

Ratner, Sidney, quoted, 353. 

RavrnaJ, Mrs, St JulJen, quoted, 4J1- 
43*. 

Rawlins, James A., secretary cf war un- 
der Cunt. 634. 

Raymond, Henry J.. mentioned. 15; and 
nomination of Johnson. 468; and Na- 
tional Union convention. 589. 

Reagan, John )!., Confederate postmaster 
general. 246. 

Reconstruction, and Wade-Deria LCh 
469, JJ 2 - 551 ; general problems of. 
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Reconstruction (co«t.) 

547—5 51; Lincoln’s plan for, 55a; in 
Louisiana, 553 - 554 , 5 56; in Tennes- 
see, 554 - 555 ! >n Virginia, 555; Lin- 
coln’s speech of Apr. n, 1865, 556; 
Johnson’s policy and early efforts, 
558-559; whether a function of Con- 
gress or of the President, 559-560, 
592; joint committee on, 575-576, 
5760; act of Mar. 2, 1867, 595; sup- 
plemental acts, 597, 598 - 599 , 600; 
readmission of states, 618-622; de- 
fects and accomplishments of Radical 
regime, 625-626; end of Radical 
regime, 678-700. 

Recruiting, in North, 492. 

Rector, Henry M., governor of Arkansas, 
refuses Lincoln’s call for militia, r84. 
Red River expedition, 452-453. 

Reeder, Andrew H., territorial governor 
of Kansas, 99; Senator from Kansas, 
114. 

Reform movements, ante-bellum, in 
North, 20-21; in South, 32. 
"Regulators,” 576. 

Reid, Whitelaw, 474. 

Religion, and slavery, 25-26. 

“Republic of Jones,” (Jones Co., Miss.), 
52on. 

Republicans, origin of party, 96-97; 
election of 1856, 102-105; and Dred 
Scott decision, 1x4, 166; and English 
bill, 1 1 6; and campaign of i860, 127, 

1 29-1 31; attitude on compromise 
(1860-61), 149-151; "menace” of 
attitude toward South, 166-167; 
strength in Congress (1856-61), 
169; in wartime Congress, 276-277; 
and wartime politics, 282, 298; and 
tariff, 287; and “homestead plank,” 
289; disclaimer regarding emancipa- 
tion, 370-371; internal dissension 
(1864), 455, 469; movement to dis- 
place Lincoln (1864), 473; success 
in Maine and Vermont, 475; party 
motive and strategy in reconstruction, 
567-568, 575; and fourteenth 

amendment, 580; supported by 
G.A.R., 588; election of 1866, 590— 
591; relation to Whigs, 628; and elec- 
tion of 1868, 637—641; and Negro 
suffrage, 641-643; election of 1872, 
659-660; growing opposition to Radi- 
cals, 678; election of 1876, 685-700. 
Sec also Radicals. 

Rcsaca, Ga., battle of, 425. 

Revels, Hiram R., Negro Senator from 
Miss., 622-623. 


Reynolds, John P., Union general, at 
Gettysburg, 401; death, 402. 

Reynolds, Thomas C., and pro-Confed- 
erate government for Missouri, 236. 
Rhett, Robert Barnwell, 15, 84, 90, 161. 
Rhodes, J. F., quoted, 336, 395, 4 88 > 

53 °, 535 - , , _ 

Rich Mountain [Va.J W. Va., battle of, 
196, 

Richardson, Edmund, 630. 

Richardson, William A., in 37th Con- 
gress, 276; secretary of the treasury, 
654; and greenbacks, 666, 669. 
Richmond, Va., secession convention, 
180-183; endangered by first Bull 
Run, 199; made capital of Confed- 
eracy, 249; threatened by Sheridan, 
435; food riots in, 518; fall of, 527; 
Federal relief in, 544. 

Richmond Enquirer, on need for taxes, 
257; on Sherman’s march to the sea, 
427 and n. 

Richmond Examiner, quoted, 387. 
Richmond Whig, quoted, 387. 

Ripley, James W., Chief of Ordnance, 
urged to adopt breech-loader, 328. 
Ritchie, Thomas, 1 5. 

River Queen, The, 524, 525. 

Rives, W. C., in Peace Convention, 151, 
152. 

Roanoke Island, N. C., Federal seizure 
of, 444- 

Robeson, George M., secretary of the 
navy under Grant, 654. 

Robinson, Charles, governor of Kansas, 
99, 100. 

Robinson, William M., Jr., quoted, I 59. 
Rochester, N. Y., and city trades’ as- 
sembly, 484. 

Rock Island Prison ( 111 .), 337, 338. 
Rockefeller, John D., 539. 

Roebuck, John A., urges Confederate 
cause in England, 498-499. 

Ropes, John Codman, quoted, 206, 209. 
Rosecrans, William S., Union general, 
operations in Tennessee, 406, 409, 
412-413; and labor unions, 486; 
mentioned, 640. 

Ross, E. G., senator from Kansas, and 
impeachment of Johnson, 613, 614. 
Rost, Pierre A., and foreign mission, 357. 
Ruffin, Edmund, 547. 

Russ, William A., Jr., quoted, 537. 
Russel, Robert R., 74m 
Russell, Earl (Lord John), and slave 
trade, 57; and the American question. 
359 . 363, 365-368; on emancipation 
proclamation, 381. 
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Russell, William Howard, 43. 

Russia, attitude during Civil War, 368; 
sale of Alaska, 6 jo. 

Russwurm, John B., 15. 

St. Louis, Mo., military situation, ao6; 
Democratic convention at (1876), 
686 . 

St. Thomas and St. John, islands of, and 
treaty with Denmark, 650. 

"Salary grab," 656. 

Salisbury, N. C., food riots in, 518. 

Salomon, Edward, governor of Wiscon- 
sin, and draft troubles, 315. 

Saltville, Va., 319-320. 

Sanborn, Franklin B., 124. 

Sanders, C. N., 47 1. 

Sanford, John F. A., and Died Scott 
case, 109. 

Sanger, Donald B., quoted, 404. 

Son Jacinto, The, and Trent affair, 360. 

Sanitary commission, see U. S. sanitary 
commission. 

Santa Anna, and Gadsden purchase, 2B8. 

Santo Domingo, efforts at annexation of, 

671. 

Saturday Tlerlew, on emancipation proc- 
lamation, 381. 

Saulshury, Willard, In 37th Congress, 
278; and emancipation proclamation, 

389. 

Savage Station, Va., battle of, it 6. 

Savannah, Ga., population, 2; Union 
capture and occupation, 432-433. 

Saxton, Rufus, Union general, and Ne- 
gro troops, 392, 393- 

"Scalawags," and Southern politics, 622, 
626-627, 628. 

Scandinavians, immigration into North, 
j4o. 

Schenck, Robert C., on tariffs, 663-664; 
minister to England, 672. 

Schmidt, L. 8., quoted. Jot, jojn. 

Schofield, John M., Union general, Lin- 
coln's letter to, 308; In battle of 
Franklin. Tenn., 323; military com- 
mander In p«t»ir Virginia. 398. 610. 

Schurz, Call, on postwar South, 564; on 
Tkjddevt Simms, ftS; on postwar 
Negro conditions. 372; on reconstruc- 
tion. 612, 678-679: V. S. Senator 
front Missouri. 6f8; and liberal Re- 
publican movement, 659! *nd Santo 
Domingo, 671: change of altitude to- 
ward South, 69 o. 

Schwab, J. C., quoted. 237- 

Science, 16. See also Ericsson, inven- 
tions, etc. 


Scott, Thomas, 696, 699. 

Scott, Sir Walter, 48. 

Scott, Winfield, Union general, advises 
Lincoln on Sumter, 172, 173; retires 
(Nov. 1, i860, a 00; as Southern 
officer adhering to Union, 215; calls 
army inadequate, 311; as principal 
military adviser, 331. 

Scroggs, Jack B., quoted, 564. 

Sea Witch, The, to. 

Secession, movement in 1850, 83-90; 
of lower South, r 36-14*; attitude of 
Buchanan, 1 44-1 43; of upper South, 
180-189. See also Nashville convcn- 
tion, South Carolina, etc. 

Sectionalism, economic, 79—82. 
Sectionalism, growth of in South, 46-49; 
as result of Douglas's policies, 97; 
and panic of 1837, (07. 

Seddon, James A., at Peace Convention, 
151; Confederate secretary of war, 
246. 

Segregation, 374. 58a. 

Sellers, Charles G., Jr., 47. 

Sellers, James L., quoted, 517. 

Selma, Ala., capture of, 529. 

Semmes, Raphael, Confederate admiral, 
naval operations of, 364, 430-431. 
Senate, United States, adopts resolution 
of Jefferson Das is on slavery question, 
129; and cabinet crisis of 1862, 461- 
463; tries Johnson, 608-617. See alio 
Congress. 

Seven Days (battles before Richmond, 
1862), 216, 233. 

Seven Pines (Fair Oaks), h attic of, 213 

and n. 

Seward. William II., eulogy of Mc- 
Cormick, 6, 88; as contender for Re- 
publican nomination (1836), rojs 
and vote on Kansas, it 6; and fugitive 
slaves, rai; "irrepressible conflict" 
speech, 124; and Republican nomina- 
tion of i860, 129-131; ln d commit 
tee of thirteen, 149; tn Lincoln’s cab- 
inet, 163; and Suroler question, 17a, 
and arbitrary arrests, 301; diplomacy 
of, 337; "bold remonstrance," 339; 
and Trent affair, 36a; interference in 
naval affairs. 366. 44 t; opposition to, 
499; cabinet crisis of iS6a, 499, 
461—463; and proffered resignation, 
46a; denounces Trench plan of tnedi 
ation. J09: and Mexican occupation 
by Fiance, ytt-Jia; at Hampton 
Roads conference. 3x4-523. wounded 
by asuvtin, 318. and veto of tenure 
act, 603; and fourteenth amendment. 
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Seward, William H. (cant.) 

634-636; and Mexico, 649; Alaska 
purchase, 650; and the Tar East, 
650-651; and Alabama claims, 672; 
mentioned, 164, 357, 557. 

Seymour, Horatio, governor of New 
York, and draft riots, 316-317; re- 
ceives letter from Lincoln, 494; nom- 
inated for President (1868), 639, 
640. 

Shannon, Prod A., mentioned, 325; 
quoted, 329, 540, 551, 

Shannon, R. IL, The, U. S. schooner, 
fired on, 170. 

Shannon, Wilson, governor of Kansas, 
99 - U 4 - 

Sharecropping, rise of, 550. 

Sharkey, Robert P., quoted, 351, 

Sharpsburg, see Antictam, 

Shaw, Robert Gould, 393. 

Shenandoah, The, 451. 

Shenandoah Valley, military operations 
in, 196, 212; devastation in, 436- 
437 - 

Sheridan, Philip H,, Union general, at 
Pcrryville, 407; raid on Richmond, 
435; Trevilian raid, 435; devastates 
Shenandoah Valley, 436-437; in final 
campaign of war, 525; on New Or- 
leans riots, 587-588; postwar military 
commander in Louisiana, 598; in 
Texas, 649; mentioned, 640. 

Sherman, John, favors bill for national 
banks, 350; quoted, 465; and recon- 
struction, 567, 580; and fourteenth 
amendment, 581; author of recon- 
struction bill of Mar. 2, 1867, 595! 
interprets tenure act, 612; opinion on 
impeachment, 614-615; and resump- 
tion of specie payments, 670; men- 
tioned, 612, 619. 

Sherman, William T., Union general, 
"insane" request for troops in Ken- 
tucky, 202; at Shiloh, 205; in Vicks- 
burg campaign, 409-4x1; in Chat- 
tanooga campaign, 4 14-4 15; march 
to the sea, 417, 426-433; Georgia 
campaign against Johnston (1864), 
418, 424-427, 523; advances into 
Carolines, 433-4 34! confers with 
Lincoln and Grant, 525; final cam- 
paign against Johnston, 528; urged by 
President Johnson to replace Stanton, 
604, 610; mentioned for presidential 
nomination (1868), 639; secretary of 
war ad interim, 654; quoted, 
419 - 

Shields, James, 88, 212, 


Shiloh (Pittsburg Landing), battle of, 
205-206. 

Shipbuilding, ix. 

Shipping, ante-bellum, 9-1 x. 

Shortages, in South, 518. 

Shugg, Roger W., 41, 549 - 

Sickles, Daniel E., Union general, 91 ! 
and Negro rights in South Carolina, 
574; postwar military commander in 
the Carolines, 598. 

Sigel, Pranz, at New Market, Va., 435. 

Simkins, Francis B., quoted, 46, 536, 
549 . 572 -. 622. 

Simms, William Gilmore, on burning of 
Columbia, 434. 

Sims, F. W., quoted, 255. 

Singleton, James W., agitates for peace, 
470. 

Sioux War, 541. 

Slave insurrections, early history, 62; 
Lincoln’s warning against, 380; ab- 
sence of, in Civil War, 385. 

Slave trade (domestic), description, 63— 
64; prohibited in Mississippi, 65; pro- 
hibited in District of Columbia, 89. 

Slave trade (international), history of, 
52-54; abolished by United Stntcs, 
54-55; as illicit traffic, 55-57; and 
Cuba, 91; reopening proposed by 
South, 128; prohibited in Confederate 
Constitution, 158; treaty for suppres- 
sion of, 372. 

Slavery, as basis of economy in South, 
21; justification for, 48-49; history 
of, 52; slave laws, 57-59; effect on 
Negroes, 59; insurrections, 62; fugi- 
tives, 62-65; domestic trade, 63-65; 
prices, 64; geographical distribution 
of, 65-67; number of slaveholders, 
67 and n; plantation life, 69; South- 
ern defense of, 72; economic criticism 
of,' 72-73; profitability of, 72-73; 
and factories, 75-76; as issue, 81-82, 
370-378; abolished in District of 
Columbia, 372; attitude of Northern 
political parties toward (1864), 477- 
478. See also abolition, District of 
Columbia, fugitive slaves, Kansas- 
Nebraska Act, Lincoln-Douglas de- 
bates, Negroes, thirteenth amendment. 
“Slavocracy,” 91. 

Slidell, John, and Trent affair, 360- 
362; on European neutrality, 507; 
and French recognition of Confed- 
eracy, 508; and Maximilian, 512. 
Sloat, John D., United States naval offi- 
cer, 83. 

Slocum, H. W., Union general, quoted, 
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387} on Sherman’s march, 43 2 '. meD ' 
tioned, 640. 

Smith, Adam, 79- _ .. 

Smith, Caleb B-, at Peace Convention, 
>51; in Lincoln’* cabinet, 165; on 
question of Sumter, 17*- . 

Smith, Charles F., Onion general, at 
Donelson, 203. _ 

Smith, Edmund Kirby, see Kirby Smith, 
Edmund. , 

Smith, Edward Conrad, quoted, 217- 
Smith, Gerrit, 23, 124. 647- 
Smith, James McCune. Negro leader, 24. 
Smith, Richard, comments^ on Repub- 
lican situation <1864). 474- 

Smith, William Farrar Union genera , 
entfneee of Army of the Cumberland, 

Social* and economic conditions. In ante- 
bellum North. «-»8; i" ™ rc - h 'ZZ 
South, 29-49; * n . d «l° ^i 

aspects of sectionalism, 7®-® • 
psychology and slavery, 1 3- • 

cial complexes and wnK "P**° 


319; conditions in warumc 
480-489; business and dr 
48.; conditions in wartime South. 

cia-eio- In Grant era, 653. 

663; under carpetbag rule in South. 
678-68;. See oho agriculture, c ues. 
crime, education. Immigration, labor, 
panics, profiteering. 

“Sons of Liberty,” 299. 470. 

Soul*, Pierre, 9«. I ° 2 ‘ . , R . 

29-49'. industrialism In, 34 3I> 

_ „r ,,.,7; poor whites, 37-39. 

xt6-si7; devastation ot. 5*7. 

?* «, 7-318; efT««s of b,oc * 

Jn wartime. 517 s * . . 

sSSasfia- 

as “conquered provinces. 
,9 «7 , ^twVr exploitation and graft, 

^rion. and spe- 
cific states. 


“South Americans," Southern members 
of American party, 169. 

South Carolina, and nullification of tar- 
iff of 1832, 47; » ,ave distribution in, 
66; arousal over Wilraot proviso, 84*. 
struggle between secessionists and co- 
operation** (.860), 1 35; 

,,6-137; commissioners in Washing- 
ton. 145; and Sumter, 169; and Sher- 
man's march, 431-43*. 433. 544; 
and state convention, 571. Negro 
codes in, 573! readmitted, 619; and 
Ku Klux Klan. 684; and disputed 
election of 1876. 688-6go, 700. 

Spain, and Ostcnd report. 91-9*: * nd 
Mexican claims, 5i»- . 

Spaulding. E. C., in 37th Congress, 276, 
and bill for issuance of treasury notes, 
346; and bill for national banks. 

Speculation, during Civil War. 483. 
518, 519; under Crant administra- 
tion, 660. 

Speed, James, attorney general, 557. *“ c 
ccedcd by Stanbcry, 603- 

sSSTvalS' V» "battle of, 4«9 and n. 
Sprague, Kate Chase (daughter of Sal- 
mon P. Chase), at Democratic con- 
vention (1868), 639- 
Srringficld rifle, 3*7- 
Stampp, Kcnncih M., 5«. 5 8 . 59. 7®. 

i68n, !7t-»7 2 - . - 

Stanbcry. Henry, attorney general. 603. 
on extra sessions of Radical Congress, 
ia>; on powers of military com- 
manders, 598; counsel for Johnson. 
610; mentioned, 609- 

Si.ntad. L.1..A f.nre>J MM"; »'• 

Stanley, Lord, British foreign minister, 
and Alabama claims, 672- 

Stanton. Edwin M.. attorney general un- 

*, Each.n.n. W, ? 

Bull Run, 200; and defense of Wash 
Ington. 2 1 1 . 2 . 9 ; orders Stone , ar- 
rest, 281-183; secretary o f war, 314. 
332-33J; discontinues exchange ot 
officers. 315; overrules Sherman as 10 
Johnstons surrender, 5 a 8-5i9. * n<l 
cabinet d.seusiion of reconstruct on, 

XS7. 361-561; assist* in veto of ten- 
ure bill, 603; suspended by President 
Johnson. 603; refuse* to surrender 
office. 604; in Wirt caw. 64 a. »P; 

pointment to Supreme Court, to.n, 
t quoted. 338- ment toned. 4 37- 
— Stanton. Elirabeth Cady. >9 
Stanwood. Edward. 111. **7- 
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Staples, T. S., quoted, 554. 

Star of the West, The, unarmed mer- 
chant ship fired upon in Charleston 
harbor, 155. 

State rights, in Confederate Constitution, 
156-157, 244, 268. See also Joseph 
E. Brown, personal liberty laws, seces- 
sion, sectionalism, Alexander Ste- 
phens, Zcbulon Vance. 

Stearns, George L., 124. 

Steel, development of industry, 538- 
539 - 

Stephen, Leslie, quoted, 356. 

Stephens, Alexander H., and sectional- 
ism, 46; threat of disunion, 85; atti- 
tude on secession, 138, 139, 140; on 
state sovereignty, 158; chosen Vice- 
President of Confederate States, 161, 
245; constitutional defense of seces- 
sion, 244; on “produce loans,” 2590; 
and exchange of prisoners, 335; lack 
of cooperation with President Davis, 
521; and Hampton Roads conference, 
524; and National Union convention, 
589. 

Stephens, Linton, on Davis, 270. 

Stevens, Tliaddeus, and admission of 
West Virginia, 241; in 37th Congress, 
276; urges confiscation, 283-284; 
and Wadc-Davis bill, 552; character, 
and attitude toward South, 568-570; 
and joint committee on reconstruction, 
576; and fourteenth amendment, 
585; quoted, 592, 594; and recon- 
struction bill, 595; and prosecution of 
Johnson, 606, 610-61 j; death, 633; 
desires perpetual control by Repub- 
licans, 641; mentioned, 580. 

Stewart, A. T., nominated as secretary of 
the treasury under Grant, 654. 
Stockton, John P., unseated in Senate, 
594 - 

Stockton, Robert F., 83. 

Stocckl, Edward, Baron dc, Russian min- 
ister at Washington, 368, 650. 

Stone, Charles P., Union general, 281; 
investigation of his command, 282- 
283. 

Stoncman, George, Union general, at 
Chancellorsvillc, 400; postwar mili- 
tary commander in South, 598. 

Stowe, Harriet Beecher, 123, 481. 
Strikes (labor), during Civil War, 485. 
Strode, Hudson, quoted, 272. 

Strong, William, member of Supreme 
Court, 667, 668. 

Stuart, Alexander H. H., appeal to Lin- 
coln, 182; postwar attitude, 546-547; 


and reconstruction in Virginia, 
620. 

Stuart, Charles, 21. 

Stuart, J. E. B. ("Jeb”), two raids 
around McClellan’s army, 218, 223; 
death, at Richmond, 435. 

Stuart, John Todd, opinion of Lincoln’s 
proclamations, 456; elected to Con- 
gress, 1862, 459. 

Studenski, Paul, quoted, 340. 

Submarines, in naval warfare, 439. 

Suffrage, see disfranchisement, Negro 
suffrage. 

Summers, George W., at Peace Conven- 
tion, 152. 

Sumner, Charles, and Negro education, 
24; attacked by Brooks, ror; charac- 
ter, 277; communicates with Bright 
and Cobden concerning Trent affair, 
362; and emancipation proclamation, 
388—389; and Wade-Davis bill, 552; 
opposed to Johnson’s reconstruction 
policies, 570; refused place on joint 
committee on reconstruction, 576; ad- 
vocates Negro suffrage, 581, 641- 
642; and fourteenth amendment, 585; 
opinion on impeachment, 614; on 
Santo Domingo, 671; chairman of 
Senate committee on foreign relations, 
672; and Alabama claims, 672-674; 
suggests British withdrawal from west- 
ern hemisphere, 672-673; and Liberal 
Republicans, 680; mentioned, 164, 
167, 568, 612. 

Sumter, see Fort Sumter. 

Sumter, The, Confederate cruiser, 450. 
Sunday observance, 20. 

Supreme Court of the United States, 
Dred Scott decision, 108-114; defines 
Southern status, 295; and Prize Cases. 
295—296; and Vallandigham case, 
304; and Tool Company vs. Norris, 
323; and piracy cases, 449; and four- 
teenth amendment, 583; and Milligan 
case (1866), 643; and reconstruc- 
tion, 646; and railroad rates, 663; 
and legal tender cases, 667-668. 
Surratt, Mrs. Mary, executed, 643. 
Swett, Leonard, in Congressional elec- 
tion of 1862, 459; and Liberal Repub- 
licans, 658. 

Sydnor, Charles S., 49, 62. 

Sylvis, William, 662. 

Taft, Alonzo, as secretary of war, 654. 
Tallahassee, The, 451. 

Taney, Roger B., and Dred Scott case, 
no, in— 1 1 3; and Ableman vs. 
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Booth, 


and Merry man ««• 

30X-302. 

U” SmTS* 665 ' 666 ‘"' 1 

666n. Confederate, 

Taxes during Civil ' %at ' also 

156 - 258 ; Union, 34°' 344- 

surrender of, 5*9- , 

Taylor. Rosser H.. quoted. 550- 
Telegraph, 539- 
Telephone, 540- 

J™r. on omlttod 

Tennessee, secession, j8o; 

from emancipation PwUtnaO ^ 3 ^ 
abolition ol ”l f 

SSSStfSb^i'---- 

Tol”;,« V,lltr. , to -r£ n r ,XVnt 

^'■^ftS'n j™o„i. .oJ 

ss£?3%fstts 

67 , inJoijn'taj- * 

promise of i»J • . reidmis- 

Thayer, EH. 9«- ■ ■ 


. v_«* , c 1 ■ and mission to 

■» 

Thoreau, Henry. >4. ‘ b - - 

affairs, 5°®- _ 

Thumb, "Gen. Torn, • , U ppiessing 
Tiidon. S.n.n.1 I. "^3 r ,„i- 
Tweed R'o8- °55. * 68 6; 

dential candidate 
Hayes-Tilden dispute, 686 7 

T«1 <£2?»“£p- ^'"compromise of 

T °°a ’ S B8' promotes secession. 
Transportation, «*e*eu« 

,-sfrssaa--*- 

T ,SS'.4&n» c Wl' v ->- 

T'”?",," "', J 'V 4 ’,»otrf. >64- 

?Si3? B'4'.mi" C - 

war South. 5®1- , c UII1 ter question, 

Trumbull, hym*"- Jn d thirteenth 

17}: in ca*v***n* ind round 

amendment. 397 » , nd rr construc- 
sltuation ( i obi). Freedmen t 

Bureau hill. 577- imr ejchraent. 

S SK-Tim-WK-- •>" 

mentioned. 97. *»4- »-J 


ssa* *sr — * Sr:;rin». v . ‘I 


,..iatnan 

-■ T-9^®SK5 4 5%t| 

II . Union general, at £.. and deUvety oM Frd- 

T’ff.^cf^JTaoVl »* Southernomcrr T***^ pat. 

, 7 o and n; mentioned. 5«5- 

Tyler. John. 5 ®. 

Typewriter. 540- 


Jnion general. •> 
Thomas. L ' ro '*V' 1 '. Southern officer 

Mill Sprinr. "I- ",77 OH- 

^SlrsSr-JS 

Hood. 4*^J ***Vt n Joo general, secrc- 

‘rt— »«•. ^"foa; mentioxwd. 64 0. 


t/«ele To»*'» Ca fc '“- 
Underground Railway. « * 
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Underwood, John C., 620. 

"Unification Movement," 629. 

Union League, formation of, by Repub- 
licans, 490-491; in South, 660; and 
Negro vote, 682. 

Union Pacific Railroad Company, cre- 
ated, 288. See also Credit Mobilicr. 
Union party, see Republicans. 

Unionism (labor), 12-13; growth of, 
during Civil War, 484-485; during 
depression of 1870’s, 662, 

United States notes, sec greenbacks. 

U. S. Sanitary Commission, 488-489. 
Universities, 18-19. 

Upton, Emory, Union general, on army 
administration, 326; mentioned, 325. 
Utah, settlement by Mormons, 83; or- 
ganized as territory, 88-89. 

Vallandigham, Clement L., in 37th Con- 
gress, 276, 298; arrest, trial, etc., 
302-303; case before Supreme Court, 
304; denounces emancipation proc- 
lamation, 390; agitates for peace, 470; 
and Democratic convention of 1864, 
474, 478; and National Union con- 
vention, 589. 

Vance, Zcbulon B., governor of North 
Carolina, quoted, t87; conflict with 
Confederate government, 267, 268; 
on speculation in wartime, 519. 
Vanderbilt, Cornelius, 539, 541, 647. 
Vandiver, Frank E., quoted, 254, 271, 
272. 

Van Dorn, Earl, Confederate general, at 
Vicksburg, 406; at Corinth, 409; at 
Holly Springs, 410. 

Van Evric, J. H., 48. 

Van Zandt, John, 121. 

Vermont, population, 1; Republican tri- 
umph in, 475. See also Collamcr, 
Jacob. 

Vcscy, Denmark, and slave plot, 62. 
Vetoes, sec Congress, Johnson, Lincoln. 
Vicksburg, Miss., mentioned, 335; key to 
western strategy, 406; campaign of, 
409-4 r 2. 

Victoria, Queen, issues proclamation of 
neutrality, 358. See also Great Britain. 
Vindictivcs, see Radicals. 

Virginia, introduction of Negroes, 57; 
free Negroes, 60; slave distribution, 
66; and John Brown affair, T25; se- 
cession, 180— 1 83; military campaigns, 
r96— 201, 208—226, 399—401, 4t7— 
424, 454-437, 523—527', portions 
of omitted from emancipation proc- 
lamation, 380; early attempts at re- 


construction, 555; reconstruction and 
readmission, 560, 620—621. For parti- 
tion, see West Virginia. 

Virginia ( Merrimac ), The, operations 
of, 440, 442-444- 

Voorhecs, Daniel, in 37th Congress, 276, 
298; unseated, 594. 

Wade, Benjamin F., and bill to admit 
Kansas, 116; at Republican conven- 
tion (1856), 130; on Committee of 
thirteen, 149; on committee on con- 
duct of the war, 281, 282; and land- 
grant-college bill, 290; and Wade- 
Davis bill, 388-389, 469, 552- 

553; suspicious of Johnson’s recon- 
struction measures, 570; and im- 
peachment trial, 609; mentioned, 
277, 568. 

Wade-Davis bill, 552-553; and emanci- 
pation, 388—389; and election of 
1864, 469; and President Johnson, 
560. 

Wages, during Civil War, 484-485. 
“Wakarusa War" (Kansas), 100. 

Walker, Gilbert C., governor of Vir- 
ginia, 631. 

Walker, J. G., at Harpers Ferry, 220. 
Walker, Leroy P., Confederate secretary 
of war, and reduction of Fort Sumter, 
176; in Davis cabinet, 246; and army, 
250. 

Walker, Robert J., governor of Kansas, 
99, 115; and Walker tariff, 285-286; 
mission to England, 490. 

Walker tariff, 8r, 286. 

Wallace, Lew, Union general, at Doncl- 
son, 203; at Shiloh, 206; at Monoc- 
acy, 436; on election of 1876, 689. 
"War Democrats,” 457-458. 

War department, under Cameron, 319- 
322; policy in accepting regiments, 
325. See also army, W. W. Belknap, 
Simon Cameron, J. B. Floyd, E. M. 
Stanton. 

War powers, see habeas corpus, martial 
law, etc. 

Ward, Hamilton, and impeachment, 
607. 

Warmoth, Henry Clay, carpetbag gov- 
ernor of Louisiana, 624, 691. 
Warren, Charles, quoted, 644 and n, 
668 . 

Warren, Gouverneur K., Union general, 
at Gettysburg, 402; at Petersburg, 
423. 

Washburne, Elihu B., secretary of state 
under Grant, 654. 
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„ . . . . Wheat, pre-war production of, 3; effect 

ss-: s.'SEtfs si ~ 

w.VhSptton. D. c.a*» *• ““"j"' C 1 ’’ 65 ; JJ£ 

wir, .9!. “ ' WkSinS [V..1, W. v,.. 1,1,00" » 

219; Early's raid on, 43 6 - state movement, 237- ,, , h . 

52 ST £T ^ 


Wm. Tkra,. H.. ConM,r«, 

Webb, A. S.. Union general, P«twar 

commander in South. ■ 5uppr es- 


Whigs C'Vbig party), ana 

in South, 47 i ration to cri- 
rin^cf Republican party. 975 

trade with Hayes Republicans. 696. 
Whiskey Rebellion. 298. 


WebtJ, A. a.. . Whiskey new""*, 
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